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*TTTcf HT^rr ^ itaicKfr ( ts-tt trarm ^ inff tar tht 3ftar 3frr 3rta^rmf 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other tl in the M inistry of Defence) 


^Tta, rmr tan 

( ch i fftch affr xrtann firom) 

UtaRrr, 2011 

*♦>1,311. 3666.—W=bK 7*r x &io *vs ylstj^i 
1973 (1974^1 SlftltalU 2) «TRT 24 (8) 

SHi VKx\ ?iWd4l ^>T ^vtcl l[t( c t>Nl T i, 

3Rc7 H taft taW Wit (^.3U^) £RT 

msTita Rta ^ ^nr 

trt f ^ artarWfRtsrnf tat sri 

RFITrWf 3 ^ RTOf 3 3RJ RTReff 
SltafWR R-cIl^H ^ tar taw cTW> 3ltata ^ ^9 

3 i : - 

1 . 

2 . zb£. ^3T^crn 

3. 

[9H. U 225/48/2011 

714W 3R7 7tf4q 



MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 
AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 12th December, 2011 
3666.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
$n ( 8 ) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
0 Procedure, 1973 ( ActNo.2 of 1974),the Central Government 
hereby appoints following advocates as special Public 
Prosecutor for conducting the prosecution of cases 
instituted by the Delhi Special Police Establishment (CBl) 
in the State of Kerala at Cochin as entrusted to them by the, 
Central Bureau of Investigation in the trial courts and 
appeals/revision or other matters arising out of these cas| 
in the revisional or appellate courts established by law^ 
S/Shri 

1. K.J. Antony 

2. T.K. Kunhabdullah 

3. George Philip 

[F. No. 225/48/2011-AVD-Il] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 
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F^ fgFFft, 12 IgE^T, 20] I 

FTT.3TT. 3667.—^^ TEFTE EFggRI FfTFl EfSFl 
1973 (1974 FE 3TfafFFE E. 2) FTt FET 24 FT* TT-FTE 
(8) gET y^rl TfTfFFF* FTT y^l'f FE^ EEF fsrfFFTF 

oil Pea, facfi ETTTTFFT Eg?T E F7E E. 
EE.Et. 2(E^)/2008-FTtaFFFT ( Ft FETFT R^TEK, 

E1EF, 3TRTTTTFFr ^ gcFT) EEFt ETEeTT FFT STTPcft*, 

ft 3rr ete< 3 gEE eeft£ ft fet t! 

ETEfFFT Ft, TT EFTFTF FTEl FT f^pr ETFEg ?TTF Efg 
EETgT 7FETF, FFfrFT FT) fspffa cTNr 3TfWF<C F^ RE E 
Pl^EF =Mcfl "f I 

[T7. R. 225/35/2013 -T^tst-H] 
TRtF ^F, 3TFT fTfe 
N ew Delhi, the 12th December, 2011 

S.O. 3667.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (8) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (ActNo.2 of 1974), the Central Government 
hereby appoints Md. Shah Syed Samadur Rahman, 
Advocate as Special Public Prosecutor for conducting Case 
No. RC 2/S/2008-Kol (murder of Shri Wangcha Rajkumar, 
Ex MP of Arunachal Prasdesh ) in the court of East Sessions 
Division, Tezu, Lohit District, Arunachal Pradesh and 
appeals/revisions or other matters connected therewith and 
incidental thereto. 

[F. No. 225/3 5/2011-AVD-II] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 
F^lwt, 12 iFU^R, 2011 
FTT.3TT. 3668.—FEgfa ETFTE EFggET FF ElFTFT E%FT 
1973 (l974 FTT3TfatFFEE. 2) Fit FKT 24 FTt FE-FEI (8) 
SET FgF FF EFlF FE^ t|E E^fTF 3^ FPcTFII F^F 

'FTFIrTF, TF^TF ^ 3TfW3R 3Fftrfl, gFftEFT FT fgFFft fF?TF 
5^1*3 EFTEFT SET SE^fFF HlHdT E 7TFEF HlHr-ii FTT EFTFTF 
FEE ^ %TT Ft EJTFgfa tRF EFFTFR Fit SEFFE 
^<1 FTT fF?tE FTlFT 3TfFFtFfFT Ft "^E ^ Pr^cfti FEFt ^ I 

[EE. E. 225/3/2011 -EFtit-n] 
TDTtF ^T, 3TF7 EfFF 
New Delhi, the 12th December, 2011 
S.O. 3668.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (8) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No.2 of 1974), the Central Government 
hereby appoints Shri Sukhdeep Singh Sandhu, Advocates 
as Special Public Prosecutor of the Central Bureau of 
Investigation in the Punjab and Haryana High Court at 
Chandigarh for conducting the prosecution appeals, 
revisions or other matters arising out of the cases 
investigated by the Delhi Special Police Establishment. 

[F. No. 225/3/2011-AVD-II] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 


Ff tgEFfl, 12 fgEEFT, 2011 
FTT.3TT. .3669—ETFE EFggEl EfFTFT Ef?FT, 
1973 (1974F7F EfafFFEE. 2) Fst FET 24 FitFE-FTTT (2) 
gET EgF RTfFFFt FTT EFET FRF E^F E^RT TEF l4* fgeFTt 
fFTTE ‘5%E EFTEF1 (FT.3T/5ZJR) gET EETfEF EIHFT) FFT FTtF 
TFFF gET Tift FE ^FTFTTFf 3Tfc 3TET#7EFTt$Fff 

3TFFT iFfF gET TFTfFrT 3TEMF ^FTFTETFf FI ^EtOTf TTFFT 
ETErff E 3FF EERTt FTT TFMF FE^ ^ fFRlFF 
FTfat FE ETtFT 3Tf ; M’’)l FFj T TF9 E’ fF^FF FEtft % :— 

1. Fl FETE FEll 

[TT. El. 202/5/2011 -t^^-II] 
^F, 3TFTEfEF 

New Delhi, the 12th December, 2011 

S.O. 3669.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (2) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No.2 of 1974), the Central Government 
hereby appoints following Advocates in Central Bureau of 
Investigation as Public Prosecutor for conducting the 
prosecution of cases in the State of Madhya Pradesh 
instituted by the Delhi Special Police Establishment (CBI) 
in trial courts and appeals, revisions or other matters arising 
out of these cases in rcvisional or appellate Courts, 
established by law : — 

i. Shri Sudhir Kumar Sharma 

[F. No. 202/5/2011 -AVD-IIJ 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 

Ff ferft, 12 fgTEFT, 201 I 

FT.TTT. 3670.—FEgtF FETE EF^j-JET F5 FfFTFT Tl'fedl 
1973 ( 1974 FTT STfFfFFE E. 2) Ft) FKI 24 FT) FF-FKT (2) 
gET FgF ErfFcTFl FTT FFtF FEF TpJ TFF E 

fFTTF ^f?ET TETTFFT (T.3T.^JTT) gET E«TTfFF ETEFTf’ FFf ^gfF 
3TTF ,J l ^<1 gET TTift FE FTtSTF ^FTFTFTFf 3Tk ^nlnl/^TEFT 
3TFFT fFfF gET EFTfFF EETHTF ^TETTTFf FT ^Fft^fl' EFT 
EETFTt E 3EF EETcTt FH EFTFTF FEF FT lEEFTFF 

FFtIcFI' Fvf FTtFT FffFFTFFT T FT E fF^FF FEcft t 

1. FT STfEcF fqFFT f 

[Tt. E. 202/5/2011-E,FT ^t-11] 
EFIf t^F , 3TF7 EfFF 
New Delhi, the 12th December, 2011 
S.O. 3670.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (2) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No.2 of 1974), the Central Government 
hereby appoints following Advocates in Central Bureau of 
Investigation as Public Prosecutor for conducting the 
prosecution of cases in the State of Chhatisgarh instituted 
by the Delhi Special Police Establishment (CBI) in trial 
courts and appeals, revisions or other matters arising out 
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of these cases in re visional or appellate Courts, established 
by law:— 

1. ShriAnilPillai 

[F. No. 202/5/2011-AVTMI] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy, 
b^lbwft, 12 2011 

cRT.3TT. 3671 —RTTR b.d^Kl ^ bUfRTT 
^ffFcrr,1973 (1974 aifafbbR 2) bft bRT 24 bit 3b- 

bRi ( 2 ) 'ski'SK ri vrfbdbf bbbbto bR?li[bbflsm -4RNdbY 

cf«n 3Tbtbff, bl Tptim bT Mb £RT Tbtfbd 

-bTbTcTbt ^Wfbb Hl-Hcrfl ^ iscbH 31-b WlFb tbMY 

MW -gfm 7*TTbbT (^.3U5^t) £RT TmtTfbd Mb bb t, 

vmw MM rri 3rr MMMt i, 3 MMbb 

RTRcrff bb -RbTeH bM ^ Mb fbMbd bbM M dMb 
aMMb bl Mbr MMMbr bfr ^b -tf fb^ bMf f :— 

1. # ytfc bbbTT #?RrTb 

2. *t %$. Miret 

3. sft bcMr m 

4. 3ft*fbTcTT<b 

[bb. U 202/5/2011-b^-ll] 
<l4lc( 3TRT 

New Delhi, the 12th December, 2011 

S.O. 3671.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (2) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (ActNo.2 of 1974), the Central Government 
hereby appoints following Advocates in Central Bureau of 
Investigation as Public Prosecutor for conducting the 
prosecution of cases in the State of Uttar Pradesh instituted 
by the Delhi Special Police Establishment (CB1) in trial 
courts and appeals, revisions or other matters arising out 
of these cases in re visional or appellate Courts, established 
by law:— 

1. Shri Pramod Kumar Srivastava 

2. Shri A.K. Tripathi 

3. ShriBalwantRaiAggarwal 

4. Shri Munna Lai 

[F. No. 202/5/2011-AVD-II] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy, 
b^tb^ft, 13 MbbR, 2011 
^T.31T. 3672—RTFR TJ^RT ^ bMbl 
77%cfT,1973 (1974bb3lMbbbU 2) b?t bRT 24 bit 3b-b 
RI (8) URT bTd7TMM bbMW bM1[b RcM) MYq 
F^TPFTf (Mbtebl) ^RT -blb^M RRUlfHd RTRefi 

•cT«TT MbbMb, MMf, bT 3Tb RT*Mf 3 3^ ^b 

RRRrf ^rdapn bT arMftb ^ww4f 3 IbRTt TFb s\m\ 
~m MM 7RR M*M MM 3bM<t «rra ^ wmm cipj f, 


bb MfTcbb bM b> fcTb blMTb'b 'iHMlb bl«M, <#»sCl ^1 
-3$ ^ MbbNb MbbM bb fb7Tb cM MMMbT 
^ ^b 3 bRcft t I 

[bb. U 225/50/2011 -b<M-ll] 
7Mb M, aRRRfbct 


New Delhi, the 13th December, 2011 
S.O. 3672.— in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section ( 8 ) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No.2 of 1974), the Central Government 
hereby appoints Shri Dhammanand Nagnath Mhaske, 
Prosecuting Officer of the Central Bureau of Investigation 
as Special Public Prosecutor for conducting cases instituted 
by the Delhi Special Police Establishment (C.B.I.) in trial 
courts and appeals, revisions or other matters arising out 
of these cases in revisiona! or appeals Courts, established 
by law in any State or Union Territory to which the 
provisions of the aforesaid section apply. 

[F. No. 225/50/2011-AVD-ti] 
RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 

13 ftRRT, 2011 


bb.3R. 3673.—Mbffb TRbTR bd^KI M bfcbT 
Rff%cH,1973 (1974 biT V. 2) bit bRT 25 bit 3b- 

bRI (1 -b) 'gRT bTrl biT bR# 

WPRT (^.31.®^) ^RT FSJTfbcl RIRclf bb %*?t IFb 
3TS^T Vlfm TRb ^ TTfiRT •RTblcTb ^ eNfabR t^RT^ 
3RRfd 34^1 bRt ^ bTRbH TTRlt, bb FMlc'H TR^ ^ f^b 
chs(lM s-^(l ^ FTRlbd 3TtRbFjR srfbbrrftbi bb WRPF 

bRdT t:- 


1. 'qpJbt 

3. d^ u l btbbt 
5. 1w 

7. 77Tb btb tw 
9. RlbRlb RbbT 
11. 3f5TRb 3T# 


2 . 

4. bbtb 

6. bltfRdlW 

8. TbRT 

10. 3RTRt 

12. 3lfR^3RteT 
[bb. U 225/50/2011-b^t-II] 
<Mlq ^b, 3Tb7 


New Delhi, the 13th December, 2011 

S.O. .3673— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1-A) of Section 25 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (ActNo.2 of 1974), the Central Government 
hereby appoints following Prosecuting Officer of the Central 
Bureau of Investigation as Assistant Public Prosecutor for 
conducting cases instituted by the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment (C.B.I.) in the courts of competent 
jurisdiction in any State or Union Territory of India to which 
the provision of the aforesaid section apply :- 
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S/Shri 

1. Vij ay Krishna Pathak 
3. TarunGoyal 
5. Tajvinder Singh 
7. Rattan Deep Singh 
9. SiyaRamMeena 
11. AmjadAli 


S/Shri 

2. Neetu Singh 
4. Navin Kumar Giri 
6. Shobhit Singh 
8. Rajat Kumar Shrivastava 
10. Jainuddin Ansari 
12. Abhishek Arora 
[F. No. 225/50/2011-AVD-II) 

RAJIV JAIN, Under Secy. 


(rnrer fevni) 

(wnrffra 

to^-II) 

WJT, 13 2011 

01/201(4t. ) 

^>T.3TT. 3674.—RTFT TTOTT, f^rrT WTcTT, f^RFT, 

3Tfaf=TO, 1962 (1962 52) ^t 

RRT 152^1^(R) 3TflR^Rtts^33/94-#. 

(T^/A),f?RRU 1994 ^ 3Tmf?T 
3RFT <^/d ITR, ll^TPT TF^T fTTTnft fstR 

darted Miq tR5WT?T 3rftrPidM 1 962 

^t «rro 9 ^ arcntcT 100 % (s.sfhj.) ^t 

WRI ^ y4t*H ^ ^ (^WRfw 

~&m) tor i i 

[*PT. (Tft.U )30/^R.-11/41/201 1 ] 

"ST. ^t. mf, 37T^T 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Depa rtment 0 f Reven ue) 

(OFFICE OFTHE COMMISSIONER 
CENTRAL EXCISE COMMISSIONERATE, 
JAIPUR-II) 

Jaipur, the 13th December, 2011 
No. 01/2011-CUSTOMS (N.T.) 

S.O. 3674.— In exercise of the powers conferred 
vide notification No. 33/94. Customs (NT) dated 1 st July, 
1994 by the Government of India, Ministry of Finance, 
Department of Revenue, New Delhi under clause (a) of 
Section 152 of the Customs Act, 1962 (52 of 1962), Pindwara 
Village of Pindwara tehsil in Sirohi District of the State of 
Rajasthan is hereby declared to be a warehousing station 
under Section 9 of the Customs Act, 1962 for the limited 
purpose of setting up 100% Export Oriented Units (EOU). 

[F. C. No. V (Misc.)30/JP-II/41/20! 1 ] 
Dr. D. K. VERMA, Commissioner 
OFFICE OFTHE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF 
INCOMETAX AHMEDABAD-IV 
CORRIGENDUM TO THE NOTIFICATION NO. 08/2007, 
Dated 19-01-2007 

Ahmedabad, the 15th December, 2011 
S.O. 3675.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
the Sub-clause (iv) of Clause (23C) of Section 10 of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) read with Rule 2CA of the 


Income Tax Rules, 1962,1, the Chief Commissioner of Income 
Tax, Ahmedabad-IV, Ahmedabad hereby makes the 
following modification in Notification No. 08/2007 [F.No. 

197/47/2006-ITA-I], dated 19-01 -2007; 

In the third line of paragraph 1, the words “Sant Sri 
Asharam Ashram” be substituted by the words “Sant Shri 
Asharamji Ashram”. All other contents of the notification 
shall remain unchanged. 

[F.No. CC-IV/ABD/10(23C)CelI/Misc./2011-12/376-81 ] 
ARVIND SHANKAR, Chief Commissioner of 

Income Tax 

(trom) 

7f^T^7, 2011 

^T.3TT. 3676.—7RH1to 3?tT (WT 

afa ^ 1948 ^ 2 ^ tsz W ^ 

TTWR tTcT^RT 9Tt RWR fw, «ft f^FT fw, 
Wfa wft, 9ft STRRT 9ft 3T?TFF ^ft WW, 
TttT, 9ft 

7 - 12-2011 3 htcct ^ ^terror, ^i ^ wro 4'^rR 

3lfVe6l<) ^ =hcjoql ^Tf RTcR ^ fRtr "STlfy^FT mHt 1? 1 

[TT. ^t-4330/1/2006] 
3IR. 3m C^eK) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(CPV Division) 

New Delhi, the 7th December,2011 
S.O. 3676.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorize S/Shri Jagpal Singh, Vijay Singh, Sandeep 
Sahni, Thomas Mathew, Ashok Khanduri, Assistants, 
Rakesh Wadhwa, PA and Rajesh Duggal, UDC Consulate 
General of India, Dubai to perform their duties of Assistant 
Consular Officers with effect from 7th December, 2011. 

[No. T-4330/01/2006] 
R. K. PERINDIA, Under Secy. (Consular) 
ft, 14 ft*W,201 1 

T5T.3TT. 3677.—TRMlW 3?fc StffmR (*FTO 

srtr Tfo?) ^ srfafwr, 1948 $mr 2 ^ ^ 

3FJTO ^ TTOR TRcjgTO 9ft ^Tlc-faltf TFT, WTO stf 
12-12-2011 3 ^ TT^cTTOf, ^rT 4WM%fT 

srfTOTTt -% FTFR ^ fRR ^TFft t ! 

[TT. ^-4330/1/2006] 
3TR. ^rfFTfeRr, 3m TTlTO CehtfJcHO 
New Delhi, the 14th December, 2011 
S.O. 3677.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and Fees) Act, 1948(41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorize Shri Kalidas Roy, Assistant, Embassy of 
India, Kuwait to perform the duties of Assistant Consular 
Officer with effect from 12th December, 2011 

[No. T-4330/1/2006] 
R. K. PERINDIA, Under Secy. (Consular) 
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^srm jjTi xrft^nr v & m wm 

( wtpht unqf xiftmt v&m f*m) 

few, 2011 

R5T. 3TT. 3678.—TRRJR, RR?fa fafrrfRT RfRTS. STfvfRRR, 1956 (1956 102) R?I RRT 11 ^ FR-FTJF (2) SRI 

VlftkRtf RH RR^ T^R, R1R&R fafooRT hP<^ ^ WT?f RRH ^ RTS FSR SlfRftRR <Ff W1 3FJ*JRt fi^lIcnRaa 
TTTTtRS RRSt i?, RTOT: :— 

FSS W1 3FJTJRt *fH fRfSTRTT 3T^TT’ [STRTR (2) 3] ^ SRRfa “FT. RSZtSTR F£CR«T faiTH, 

fawflrafera, fRsRTRTFT" ^ 3?ft ttH ^4NiT»i ^[wm (3 ) ^f] ^ sfct 3Ri:wrfRT fsRir Runn srofs :- 


(2) 

(3) 

“rrst 3frnr> (3Rj%fRt 3ik^#T^f?R) M 

RR^(37Nt5ft) 

(R? tr^r Ri^RimRi pqp4»wl 3^cIT *3R RK 

tecl ^f#3f, t^RI^TFT, 3TTy U^T ^f 3lf?lf^m ^ T# 

f^FrrfSpff 7FF5IR $ FI. T352t31TC ^SfRX2T l^crf^ai^RI, 

f^SRraiFT SRI Ri 2011 3TS1RT ^ 

^l) 

l£RllRl FI HlF«6R tl^fl FliRRllRR 

(RS TJRT Ml-Mrliyim f^rf^rRT 3T^T ^ RF 

37R^R Wc^?, tsRRR, 37T9 f^ ^ 7# 

iRrfRi! ^ Rlt FT. R*1dl3TR ^odt<R fS^TH I^RfS^ITRR, 
f^RIRTFT SRI R^, 2011 3T«1RT 3^«h RTST^RFB R»t 




73 ."- fe^ R sn^feR ^rh, w-fasRfaawR, ^ wri ‘rp^rtirt W$m 3#st' rts rh^ir 

(2) ^^RpRSfafi] ^ 3Tcpf?[ 3fa * M^+<U| <£ wm’ [FRRlRTSRnRR (3) RT FRR RSftfl], TtHrt^ 3Rpfa 

3TfFR ylqP*i RR RRpRcT "afsTfe ^ RTS PiHlcdfeld SpTRRTfSrl fRRT[ Rfli/ll, 3TRfc^ :— 


(2) 

(3) 

“FTR?C sm 4fef7R (^RRR Mfe^rl) ” 

RR.Ft. (^RRR 4fFp4H) 

(RF Tt^ •RRTTnFTRT fRf£?RT 3T^RT FlRt ^TR RF 
K -afs£ZFR 31T^5lH RRRH, Rl RTFM^ RTO RSR" Frf^tf^RT 
t%q, RT 7^ P^lM ^ Rlt ^P ^•HHli, 

^q-fTOfRRTRR, Pd^MPd 3TTVI TOT" SRI 31^1, 2011 3 
3TRRT 3fTdi R^RIS SRM R^ FT) 


R. “RlqR. RFR Iwta, RT%R, f^FR" ^ RTR^ ‘qi^WISIR faPKRTI 3T#ST' [FR^ RTS RTTRR (2) ^ FR 3 
^sf%] ttHst i$ 3TcPfcT sfa ‘Rsft^i (3) ^pRsf%] ^tMst ^ 3t^t arfaR Tlfafe 

RR ~3TRl RRfsRT RparfST sfr RTS PiHRlfolcl ^RTt^RTfaR PbRl ^I'J'll, 3T«lt^ :— 


(2) _(3)_ 

“RIP} RTRTRRffr (RR/fR^HTRT)’’ RR.RR. (^RlRSlR) 

(RF T^T TTFRcTTRRR fRfRTcRT 3T^RT F^Rt RR RF 
"RTFf ipRt APs«*><rt Iq^i’Vpsi, faeR” ^ Rf7Tf$RT IsR* 
RT T# fRSJllM RT* 3 "Rt.RF ^ fR^Rl^JIRR, RF^JR, 
'SRI R|, 2011 R 3TRRT '3W& RFST^ JJSR TJ§ ^[) 

"%#(f^IH R' ^t.3Tt. (^f^TH) 

(7TF RT^TrTTgFR f^fRTrHT 3\i^[ Ft^ft ^ 
“rrh ^prft fern, t^R” 'atVif^RT faro; 
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fasi? m 2011 i w ^ 1$ it) 

I5TOT)” (fl^mrrorj) 

C^TF ^ TF J TTT5'RT fVf^Tr^TT 3T^cn R? 

U RRT «J*Kj Afe«b<rl «b7rM t^FfTSf, ” "4 3lf9lfi3cf f'ft'Q, 
•5 tt it 1?RnW^t.TT=r. fwfaaws,^ t^i, 
f^KSRTRt 2011 3 


, WR, ■rf3RTcf’ > it Rpk ‘^TRFfTRTRT fcfcRl 3T#cTT' [W$ ^ (2) it 7R 3 

PTO it f^TT WR ( 3 ) 'A' ^ STtTtfa SffflPR yfatV 

effect 3^:^K#fcf f^Rf RlRm, srof^ :— 


‘ * 3 fe R#ll' ’ 



(RF tr^r -RFWgrccT fgfqFcHT 3T^?n Fl^rt RF 
“tts^R -cst^t, <n^PR, ipRm” i 3rf?i%?r 

rt t# fraiPNf ^ Tank i ’mzm fwfawR, wk, 
Tprcm SRI RRf, 2011 3 3T«RT W^KR *1$ FT) 


cR, 'IRWte, TpRm" i ‘RPRfraTRl ftlfa’cRl 3^m' [w^ WI (2) ^ RR i 

3RT: mtfm f^RF ^ir»TT, 3?^ :— , 


(^RTf^cRI)” 


‘‘^TR RYTPR $ fSR#ll'' 


“3^fh Tin cT«TT Rft #7 f^R 3 feqatai” 



f^cRi)” Tprst (wi-M^n) 

(RF ^ RT^mrJRcT fgf^TTn 3#cTT ft ft tf 

Rfetl FfaFRRT ^TT^fR Afs«t*rt <t<WN, XR^Bfe, T 5 ^ ^ 
Afas f%R tstt Tt fenW i: 3 “ 4ttr t^Rferaim, 

TRqFfe, TpRRT” SRF 2011 3 37*RT WR 

•st^r 

(RF TT^ RFRcmnRT f^FrRT. 37#FT FiRT RF 
FferT ^]?f FFT^RR ^RTc^r, TR«Ffe, i 

feiT ^ 7f ^ trv 3 •Rfcns? rmvfzwim, 

TFtite, SRI ^Rf, 2011 i 37^TR^ 

(?T$ TT^ RI^mT9R?f feff^TrRT 3TfcTT «R RF 

Tfen ^fSRRT crqTRR ^T#5f, "JpRm R 

^rr I# fwrW it wi i 

V^tz, TpRRT H SRT ^ 20! 1 $ 

■asR n| it) 


', km" ^ T7FR ‘RlRfcnaiRT f^rRT 3T#cH’ ^ ^TRpq (2) i i *fcf*RT] 

(3) i 3frfkl Rklk 3TffR TTcj TRR 

3RT: T^nfqrc! ^i, :— 
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_(2)_(3)_ 

“ftfft Afeftn ?f*R tW sfk^fm)" vpii Ostein) 

(FF WT7N fkfarcSTT 3^FT F^ ^ FF 
FfaT AfS4><r1 4i|<rfal, H^l, FfaT Af yfalfajF f^FTCT 
fagiM ^ 3 FfaT fa^a r fara rc re , Ffar fki ^ 1983 3 

srsrar'TSRfc ^ Ft) 

(t?) srrgfa^H r?«ih (*rc-1iTOffa«irera, ^fk) ’’ ^ ‘mwwiypy farfacHi 

3T#dT’ [F*n£ FTF °Fn?R ( 2 ) 3 Ffafam] ^ 3 ffirfa‘<ksfaRF ^ farc; FT^ ^Trm ( 3 ) 3 

FfafkcT] ^ wfa sfafe 3Tf?m TJof F*T^ ’SfafaR Ffafc ^ FTF FlHfafiSM 3FF: FFTfaR faRT FR7TT, 3Wf^ :— 

TIZZZZIi^EZZZZZZZIZZZIZZZZZZZZZZZIliEZZZZZIZZZ 

‘ 1 sfarR SITF* AfefaH ('Jidi.fa "d 7 ! failH ) ' ’ Tt 7 ! fa^H) 

(FF ^ FFFFTFT<R IfaftFTOT 3T^T f1f\ FF FF 
Tk-Ti-^Ffa: angftFH f**tr (Frc-fwfagMF, 

F?vAk) 3 FftTfaR fa^ ^ tF fasirfSrai ^ wi 3 
an^TffH wiR (RF-f^sfasraF, F^frr) ftci 

F^ 1995 3 awens^iTT^WT F^ F^ Ft) 

(-3T) "^?n f^r famt^F, ¥W({" ^ Tim ttHf? fafocHi snSm* [?f^ (2) f» 

^ftci ] ^ 3-fct^ld ^(14=^ 3?k '''T^ft^T^T Ft fctQ, 1 ?R FvfRF ( 3 ) Ft ^h "A ■H^T'Ad] Ft SfcPld yfafai 3iTciH 

TSrf^RT Ffafe % FTF faRTfeTfecT sfaRFlfaffi faFFT F1FFT, 37*7^ :— 

(2) (3) 


‘‘FT7F7; 3W (TTCjfa Tt 7 ! fasTR FFT 


“ W7 3TPF (^f#) 


“ftf^ sm Afafad (fftr Afefan)" 


TrqT3Tg (3ft#3ft) 

■RRmrg'RT f^f^rHi zxim Fi'rt tif 
3TJJcT7 'Stici 377^ , ^T^t, ^ f=hQ, “^TT 

f^€llW ^ k‘ 3T*3cTT f^T fa £11 Si kH, 5hlw^ ^Tl ^ 

2011 k' 37«^I ^77^ ^ ^t| Ft) 

vm ($F$) 

(■qF ^ ^FWJTtd falfair^l 3TFcTl F^fft ^ ^TF 
3njdT 3TnF kl^ffR, c ti<ci if yf^lfald t=bQ, ^TT TF 
ferWf ^ ^'«i ^f 3TTj?n Ik^fT fatimT^M, "gin M 

2011 k' 3?sqgi -&&& TO ^ Ft) 

("3RTR kfefkd) 

(^f f^fsh^i 3 t^ft Flfft ^ ^tf 

3T^jdi 3ffqr -^fefkd, $ FftrftsF f^ci^Txt 

fa^jrf^4f ^ TR*7 k 3TJJFT fa^^l fay[41<^H, F771 

^4, 2011 3 3T«^1 F7?^ W^37^R F?t F^) 


(FI) “Tl^fa Fftft ^IT^ fa?R favdfagJ I c T ^ , wfR” ^ ?Tt^F ‘ qMFIBTM f^FTOl 3T^T’ [T^ FR 
(2) ^ ^T 3 ^ 3TrFtd, ^ [F^ F1F ^IrR (3) ^ ^ TT^ftfF] ^ 3#5FfcJ S fa fad 

3rfF*r t? 3 FRfam y fa fad ^ fawfarfecf afF.-'wifard faRT ^trti, as*^:— 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


“FTF^ 3TRT7Rkt (t^) M 


W37 (fQ?T3t) 

(■ztf 'm^RrraRd tfa%?Ri fIf! ff* 
xr.^. Afa'^rf TOfai F«n Af 
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( 2 ) 


(3) 


“Fto sm (Ttnfwr) ” 


sm AfefWH (fftm TtfeftR)" 


“ FTFJT 3TPF ( ^m^TTFTn) ’' 


3 m: ^feftn (rfT?f%chD ’' 




festal" 


(Tqrf^bFxjrfeftr-f)” 


fMVf f^rtr ft t# MMi' ^ mff 3 "FFtF fM tftrf 
fen fFYFfFFTMF, -smcfft ski M v$, 2011 3 stfft 

y<H F^t F^ Ft) 


FFFt (tPt twO 

(FF ^ ■*B^Tdl9rccr frf^THT 3T?f(TT Ft Ft FF FF 
l^F.^t-^. ATsFurl FiTcitF FFT 3FJFFR F>F, HM<nV t c h^k<+> ^ 
FftfrffiFT tFFi f^?nf5pTf ^ FTFF <.i4tq FTFt ^R*4 

to iwtai, wfo sm Ff, 201 1 3 aw*r ”3^ 

FTFTrt WT Fit T^Ft) 


TTKfFt (FFWT ^feftR) 

Off t^ 7 Hr-qmyrRT fFfFTMTT st^ft FTFt ff ff 

ttfeFTd FT#F FFT 3T^r^R FF^k, 4HfZ4> T? 
FfcT%T ^7 f^rarfW ^ FFF 3 FFtF THtft *FR«F 
fFFH fFJFfFfllefF, FF^k FKT F*f F^, 2011 k 3TFFTFB*# 
F^FT^WT Fit Ff Ft) 

TTTTFt (V^'fTB<°l) 

(FF FTFFTF'PF f^farST 3T^FT Ft FT FF FF 
FF.fH. AfecfKi FT#F cTStn 3TJ*TFFT ff4t, FiFfeFnf 
TlM^F %TI FT X# faSIlfW ^ TRF 3 FFtF FTFt MW 
fFFH fF?FfF?JTMF, FFetk FTF F*f ^T, 2011 3 3TFFT F*p£ 
Fit Ff Ft) 

THTFt (RFftFFfacST) 

(FF F/F FTFFTFrF fVfacRl 3T^FT Ft Ft FF FF 
I^Tt 3TP^R TTTFTF FFT SFpTFH wftT, F»Ffe^» k 
Fftlte fFTtr FT Tf Ft XTFF ^ TIFtF FTFt TFR«F 

f^H fF?FfF?JTMF, FFcftT 37F F^t Ff, 2011 k 3TFFT 4FF> 
FXFT^ y^H Fit Ff Ft) 


FFFt (xtnt^TH) 

(FF T^> FPFFTJTMT 3T^FT Ft Ft FF FF 

Ft. Ft. ^fFFMT ^MTFT, F^feFT 4 fM^TcT %it FT 


T^tsraTf^Ff^XTFFTf' 1 ' 


FF^ SRT F^t T*i, 2011 F 3TFFT F^FI^FFPl F>t 


Ft) 


^tir 

(FF ^ MFFFT FTFT fFfeXn 3T^FT Ft Ft FF FF 
tF^Ft 3TT^TB TRFH, FFT 3T^TFR FF^T, 

^ 3Tf?T%T tFHT ^T T$ f?raifW ^ W-T W FFtF FTFt TFTX*F 
tWT fFFFfFFUMF, FF#T gRT F^ 2011 4' 3TFFT 
F?FT?1KR ^t nf Ft) 

TTF^gt (^TTf^Ti' AfefXH) 

(ff RPFcrrgFF f^fern 3 ?#ft ft Ft ff ff 

fF^Ft 3TTFf^TH MMTFT FFT ST^RFR FF^T, F)dfeF» 3 
Ff?T%F fFTtr ^ feUlM FT WT ^ FFtF FI Ft TFR*F 
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(2) 

( 3 ) 


fq^TH r^qr^l^ , q j icik 'SRT qk ^ , 2011 k 33qqT THF? 
4 ^-qj^ qk q^ Ft) 

“Fra: 3TTF kMkF (wk PPT fqPH) ” 

rniz\ (?rck Tqqr f^rpr) 

(qF T ^7 qMdiy |iq fqfqTr3TT 3TiftTT Ftkt qq qF 
fq^Ft 3TRjfcT5TH kWR cf*TT SRJRqFT FiF, k J leik, qpfeqi k 
qfqfkq fknr qr it fqrfrqt ^ kqq k qqtq qtkt 3qp*q 
fqqp qqkk frt M qi 20i i k ^m\ qqqt 

q^qr^qqrq qk q* Ft ) 


>sl 

(qF qq3 ■RPWgTPT fqkFFRT 3T^cn Ftk) qq qF 
fqkFt w«ir ct«tt st^t^ft qfq, qqkk, qpfeqr k 

fqq qT it kinW ^ kqq k qqtq qrkt qqqq 
fq?P fq^rq^ldq, qqpk £Rl qk M, 2011 k siqqi qqqr 

wq^qFH qk T\i Ft) 

“FRER 3W kfef3H (mk T^TT fq?R) ” 

qqqr (mk qqq fqqp) 

(qF qq; qpqqrerq fqfqrc3n srkFT Flkt qq qF 
nq'kqi kfeqpr qqkq, k 'srfkrfkjrr kpr qi it 

fqqrfkqf q^ qk k qqjq qfkt fqqp fq?qfqqprq, 

wfk^RI qk^i 2011 ^ F^PF qp To qk qf Ft) 

* ‘fps? OTqkfkftR (TmfqpR)" 

qBFt (k 7 ! fq*?H) 

(qF tits -r i -iid fy n-d fqfqpqn srkrn Ftqk qq qF 
HdMl kfqqpl qn#Sf, 3 PT^, qRfeqr k FftlfSP fkq qt T# 
fasJiM ^ qk k qqtq qrkt 3qq*q fkpH fq^rq^w-q, 
kfpfk ^K1 qk Pf, 20! 1 qi F3q£ qTF 3PH qk ?X$ Ft) 

“Fiq?c sm Af^kn (kq-Tqm) M 

qFFt (^l--OTFP) 

(qF qpqqpgPF fqfqpqT 33^331 Ftkl PF 

kfe^PT ^pfefT k 3 ?fkfkF f^TT? PT it 

fqrfpi' ^ ■qk k Traki "rnkt 3 ^ir«i teR 
qkkk ?rt "qk rI, 2011 qr qp ipp q>t ^ Ft) 

3 W kfsf^ (^R^kRFt)” 

TQpFt (3^ kkrqk) 

(qF ^ P'FqcrrgTPT fqf+rBl 3 Tkcn Ftk) qq PF 
qqlqqT kfeqpi 3 Tq^ 3 , qpkq> k sikikp fq>i* pi 3 k 

fqFnfkkf ^ qk k irarq qfqt ^qikk w Frq wkq, 
qqpk FRl qk q^/^5, 2011 qi F3P) qiF vkh q>t ^ 

Ft) 

“zfezx 3 farkfefwH (mkfqpp) u 

■qq kt (?kk fqpp) 

(ff q.qr qpqFTqTPT fqf^rqi srkqi Ftkt qq pf 

qqfcqT kfeqrp qq^q, qpfeq> k qfkkp fk) 9 , qr 

fqSTTfkk ^ qk k qqtq TTfkt ^fkq^Rt 37RT m'tfa, 

qq^fk si3i qk , 2011 qr qqqi qrq qFP q*t q^ Ft) 


4488 Gl/11—2 
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(2) 

(3) 

“4r Pr'4h 4 

art 

(RF TTRT RFRFTCM fRfeGT 3Tfe fet RR RF 

rrtfrt 4Ps«t><n Rnfef, ttr^c, 4* sfeffe ffe rt tf 

fenM ^ #w 4 rifer rtr! ^jfef&st fen fer fefe, 
fefe gTCT *4, 201 1 4 3trrt rtrtf TO r4 R^ 

Ft) 

(R) : “ dftddl^ FT. ^ft3TR 4fFR7FT ^Pddf&F), * i; Tffe ‘RI'RcIWfRI fafamT 3^TT’#^ [^ RTF R7PFTR 

2) «4 4 RFfttT] ^ 3fecT ‘Rfe ^ ffe R’fen r RTF RTT?TR (3 ) ^ TOT 4 RFffa] *4 34fe Rfafe 3Tfe 

(R FTT4 "RRfRR R> RlF "PpRl^TftsRT Rtt 3RT : TRlfRF fFTRT J— 

(2) 

(3) 

“RTC^T RFF TTsfft (TRJpT 4n felH cT«TT 
TRt4RfeR)” 

W (Rqftr fern fe fe 4n fen) 

(RF TT^r RTTOFTRTOT fRffeTTT fecTT Ft4t TOT RF 

ferm^r 4ffed Rnfer, 44 tr Rffemri 4 ferffe 
ffe ft t 4 %#f ^ 4 rr 4 ft. nfefe 4fe*tf ijfefM, 

fe^gTCT fe 2011 RT RTF RFH fe Rf Ft) 

(z) : ‘'Rfeq wm TjfdRf4<it 4nr 4fr R>ldR>idf” ^ Rfe ‘rfrcttwr f^feor afen’ [fr^ rtf 

TRR (2) R^ FF 4 RFtfe] ^ 3TcEfcT * TO RRt =RU| i£ %tr 44TO ' [FR*4 RTF RFRTR (3 ) ^4 TOT 4 RFtfe] Rt STOTRRfRfe 
fe rr fr 4 4Rf«ra Rfee ^ rif rHHfdpTsid r 4 3rd: T^rrf^m fen to^tt, str^ :— 

(2) 

(3) 

“4fe< fen mP^R-h (*rto4r fRfefe 

RRFt (TRromfefenn) 

(RF ^ RFRRTRTOT MfeRT feRT FTnt RR RF 
r4mh Rtfenn "^tfe , mP^^h ^iw "4* "sif^tfeT fei, 

^T TF fenf«M ^ fe 4f TfeR feTR ^^jfeffe 3TPF %r*l 
RI#F, chldch'ldl FRT Rf, 201 ] RT FTT^ RTF FFH R4 

Ft) 

“Ffe w APsPud (fm fern) 

RR Ft ("Rn "feTR) 

(RF RTTOTTRRF f^feRT 3T^F7 Ft4t RR RF 

Rtfer RfFRRT R^fer R^RTR, Rfeq RRTR 4" Rf?Tfe ffe 
RT T# fenf^Rt it fe R RPVRR RRTH ^jfeffe 3fe 4rR 
RT#R, RtRRIdl 'gRT Rf, 201 1 RT FTTR^ RTF TO R^ R^ 
Ft) 

“Ffer fen 4fefHd (RM Rfeqi) ” 

THTFt (Rm fRfeffT) 

(RF TTRT RT^RRTRTRT fRfRTrRT 3T^RT FtRt RR RF 
RiRlF RTRFTnr, RiteTRTTFT, RfFRR RRTcT 4' MpflPSTd fej, RfT 
3F fenfen ^ RRR 4 nffer r4tFT ^Pddftel 3fe 
'RTf4r, chid chid! fe 2009 RT R3TO RTF RFTR r4 

R| Ft) 

siiii fet> 4fFf4 T r (Rmr f4fefe 

RR Ft (RTcTtRfeRT) 

(RF RFRcTTRERT fRfRnRTT 3T^RT Ft4t ^TR RF 

HldRffd< qf^chd f?TSn FRT SPJRRFT 4>)d^ldl, rIfRR RRTeT 

4 fei RT TF fenfsfRt ^ 4r4 4 RfeR fer^T 

^tdqf^dt ^TTF 4dR 'RTFRR, RTIdRiTcTT, RfTRR RRTd gTR 

201 ] RT FTn4 RTF RFH Rf[ R^ Ft) 
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_ (2) _ O) __ 

“tjTCZT 3fa> (^fasOT)’ VF. T$H. (%l fW) 

(w ^ fa farm 3r#R7 zfrf ^ ^ 

Ti^q +Wwdi, 'i i m $ 

3T%%r fenj ^ ftrenMi «nH 9fr^ 

3TRF %*** rtl^K 4>Vl4ildl m 2011 9T ^ 


wft ^ % : 1. "HFrl^Tfi i)f?5CT ^ KR ^ *ff Vf^fl &fmxW 5 <RF ^ SPtfa $ #ft fa*F& 9T9T<t^ 

ShWRI bVtt I 

z <Fwrs 4 3 -qpm ^ w 3 r <£ TfttftRT fHRprifR ft 

ft ^mpt i 

[Wtr^J. 120l2/76/201l-9^(ftMl)] 

3ftr<ff ftpret, m< Tffo? 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 


(Department of Health and Family Welfare) 

New Delhi, the 28th September, 2011 

S.O. 3678.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 11 of the Indian Medical Council 
Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby, makes the 
following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

In the said Schedule — 

(a) against “Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada’' under the heading ‘Recognised Medical 
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to is column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:— 


( 2 ) __ 

“Master of Surgery (Obstetrics & Gynaecology)” 


“ Diploma in Medical Radio Diagnosis” 


(3) _ 

MS (OBG) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, 
Vijayawada in respect of students being trained at 
Siddhartha Medical College, Vijayawada, Andhra Pradesh 
on or after May, 2011.) 

DMRD 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, 
Vijayawada in respect of students being trained at Deccan 
College of Medical Sciences, Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh 
on or after May, 2011.) 


(b) against “Sri Venkateshwara Institute of Medical Sciences (Deemed University), Tirupati” under the heading 
‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto 
under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, 
namely:— 

(2) (3) 


“Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine)” 


MD (General Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Sri Venkateshwara Insitute of Medical Sciences 
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(2) 

(3) 

(Deemed University), Tirupati in respect of students being 
trained at Sri Venkateshwara Institute of Medical Sciences, 
Tirupati, Andhra Pradesh on or after April, 2011.) 

(c) against “B. N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ 
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for 
Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

(2) 

(3) 

“Master of Surgery (Ophthalmology)” 

MS (Ophth.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by B. N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in 
respect of students being trained at Mata Gujri Medical 
College, Kishanganj, Bihar on or after May, 2011.) 

“ Diploma in Ophthalmology)” 

DO 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in 
respect of students being trained at Mata Gujri Medical 
College, Kishanganj, Bihar on or after May, 2011. 

“Doctor of Medicine (Anaesthesia)” 

MD (Anaesthesia) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by B.N. Mandal University, Madhepura, Bihar in 
respect of students being trained at Mata Gujri Medical 
College, Kishanganj, Bihar on or after May, 2011.) 

(d) against “Bhavnagar University, Bhavnagar, Gujarat” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ 
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for 
Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

(2) 

(3) 

“Diploma in Microbiology” 

D Micro. 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Bhavnagar University, Bhavnagar, Gujarat in 
respect of students being trained at Govt. Medical College, 
Bhavnagar, Gujrat on or after March, 2011.) 

(e) against “Saurashtra University, Rajkot. Gujrat” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ 
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for 
Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

(2) 

(3) 

“Doctcr of Medicine (Paediatrics)” 

MD (Paediatrics) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Saurashtra University, Rajkot, Gujarat in respect 
of students being trained at Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay 
Medical College. Rajkot, Gujarat on or after May, 2011.) 

“ Diploma in Child Health” 

DCH 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Saurashtra University, Rajkot, Gujarat in respect 
of students being trained at Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay 
Medical College, Rajkot, Gujarat on or after May, 2011.) 
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(2) 

(3) 

“Diploma in Obstetrics & Gynaecology’’ 

DGO 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Saurashtra University, Rajkot, Gujarat in respect 
of students being trained at Pandit Deendayal Upadhyay 
Medical College, Rajkot, Gujarat on or after June, 2011.) 

(0 against “Goa University, Goa’’ under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to 
as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter 
referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

(2) 

(3) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Dermatalogy, Venerology & 
Leprosy)’’ 

MD(DVL) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Goa University Goa in respect of students being 
trained at Goa Medical College, Panaji Goa on or after 
1983.) 

(g) against “Sher-I-Kashmir Institute of Medical Sciences (Deemed University) J&K” under the heading 
‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto 
under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, 
namely:— 

(2) 

(3) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Gastroentrology)” 

DM (Gastroentrology) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Sher-I-Kashmir Institute of Medical Sciences 
(Deemed University) J & K in respect of students being 
trained at Sher-l-Kashmir Institute of Medical Sciences, J 
&Kon or after 1995.) 

(h) against “ Amrita Vishwa Vidyapeetham, Coimbatore” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ 
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for 
Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

(2) 

(3) 

“Master of Surgery (Obstetrics & Gynaecology)” 

“Master of Surgery (ENT)” 

“Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine)” 

MS (OBG) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Amrita Vishwa Vidyapeetham, Coimbatore in 
respect of students being trained at Amrita School of 
Medicine, Kochi, Kerala on or after May, 2011.) 

MS (ENT) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Amrita Vishwa Vidyapeetham, Coimbatore in 
respect of students being trained at Amrita School of 
Medicine, Kochi, Kerala on or after May, 2011.) 

MD (General Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Amrita Vishwa Vidyapeetham, Coimbatore in 
respect of students being trained at Amrita School of 
Medicine, Kochi, Kerala on or after May, 2011. 


(i) against “Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, Banglore” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical 
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 
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( 2 ) 


(3) 


“Master of Surgery (ENT)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Pathology)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Anaesthesia)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Psychiatry)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Pathology)” 


“Diploma in Anaesthesia” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Forensic Medicine)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Anatomy)” 


MS (ENT) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at M.V.J. 
Medical College & Research Centre, Bangalore, Karnataka 
on or after May, 2011.) 

MD (Pathology) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at M.V.J. 
Medical College & Research Centre, Bangalore, Karnataka 
on or after May, 2011.) 

MD (General Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at M.V.J. 
Medical College & Research Centre, Bangalore, Karnataka 
on or after May, 2011.) 

MD (Anaesthesia) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at M.V.G. 
Medical College & Research Centre, Bangalore, Karnataka 
on or after June, 2011.) 

MD (Psychiatry) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at M.V.J. 
Medical College & Research Centre, Bangalore, Karnataka 
on or after May, 2011.) 

MD (Pathology) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at K.V.G. 
Medical College, Sullia, Karnataka on or after May, 2011. 

DA 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at Vydehi 
Institute of Medical Sciences & Research Centre, 
Bangalore, Karnataka on or after May. 20113 

MD (Forensic Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at Vydehi 
Institute of Medical Sciences & Research Centre, 
Bangalore, Karnataka on or after May, 2011.) 

MD (Anatomy) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
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(2) 

(3) 

“Diploma in Medical Radio Diagnosis” 

Bangalore in respect of students being trained at Vydehi 
Institute of Medical Sciences & Research Centre, 
Bangalore, Karnataka on or after May, 2011.) 

DMRD 

“Doctor of Medicine (Anatomy)” 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at Vydehi 
Institute of Medical Sciences & Research Centre, 
Bangalore, Karnataka on or after May, 2011.) 

MD (Anatomy) 

“ Doctor of Medicine (Pathology)” 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at Navodaya 
Medical College, Raichur, Karnataka on or after May, 2011.) 

MD (Pathology) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Biochemistry)” 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at 
Navodaya Medical College, Raichur, Karnataka on or after 
May, 2011.) 

MD (Biochemistry) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Microbiology)” 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at 
Navodaya Medical College, Raichur, Karnataka on or after 
May, 2011.) 

MD (Microbiology ) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Physiology)” 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at 
Navodaya Medical College. Raichur, Karnataka on or after 
May,/June 2011.) 

MD (Physiology) 

“Diploma in Opthalmology” 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at 
Navodaya Medical College. Raichur, Karnataka on or after 
May, 2011.) 

DO 


(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by Rajiv Gandhi ’niversitv of Health Sciences. 
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at 
Navodaya Medical College. Raichur. Karnataka on or after 
May. 2011.) 


(j) against “The Tamilnadu Dr. MGR Medical University, Chennai" under the heading 'Recognised Medical 
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the her ding 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely :— 
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(2) 

(3) 

“Master of Surgery (Obstetrics & Gynaecology)” 

MS(OBG) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by The Tamilnadu Dr. MGR Medical University, 
Chennai in respect of students being trained at 
Chengalpattu Medical College, Chengalpattu, Tamilnadu 
on or after May, 2011. 


(f) against “The Wst Bengal University of Health Sciences, Kolkata” under the heading ‘Recognised Medical 
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ (hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:— 


(2) 

(3) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Respiratory Medicine)” 

MS (Respiratory Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by The West Bena! University of Health Sciences, 
Kolkata in respect of students being trained at Burdwan 
Medical College, Burdwan, West Bengal on or after May, 
2011.) 

“ Doctor of Medicine (Pathology)” 

MD (Pathology) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by The West Benal University of Health Sciences, 
Kolkata in respect of students being trained at Burdwan 
Medical College, Burdwan, West Bengal on or after May, 
2011.) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Paediatrics)” 

MD (Paediatrics) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by The West Benal University of Health Sciences, 
Kolkata in respect of students being trained at Command 
Hospital, Kolkata, West Bengal on or after 2009.) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Paediatrics)” 

MD (Paediatrics) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by The West Benal University of Health Sciences, 
Kolkata in respect of students being trained at Institute of 
Post Graduate Medical Education &Research, Kolkata, 
West Bengal on or after June, 2011.) 

“Master of Surgery (Ophthalmology)” 

MS (Ophthalmology) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when 
granted by The West Benal University of Health Sciences, 
Kolkata in respect of students being trained at Calcutta 
National Medical College, Kolkata, West Bengal on or after 
April, 2011.) 


Note to all: I. The recognition so granted to a Postgraduate Course shall be for a maximum period of 5 years, upon 
which it shall have to be renewed. 


2. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required in sub-clause-4 shall invariably result in stoppage 
of admissions to the concerned Postgraduate Course. 


["No. U. 12012/76/20! l-ME(P-H)] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 
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■^tft^t,27 3*^,2011 

m 3CT. 3679.—^ 1948 (1948 ^FT16) «TRI 10 ^ (2) SRH^rf Tjfarftf 

3T^T ^ *rRcfa fafarUI 3 ^ ^ ^ afa ^ ft*lcT4 ^ 29-9-2009 ^ fRftSZFF 

arfsR^n srfwm ^rrt ^ t^stct ^*kt aftftftm ^ 375^ ^ rfm ft f*fwfdfiy?T tM«r ^rnft ft, '=n*m :— 

2. F3RS4 jJRT 3RR ^ ^ feM* T n=4cfl ^ ftftq if 

srfftftm, 1948 (1948 16) 37^J^ ^ -RFT-I if, 1FR 3UM<T|<r1 fafaWI RSlfaPSrf^rTC, 

if 9hH 60 «i 1 •whI'I =t>ToiH 2 cT*TT 3 ^>t hY^I yfafcdftf if yfqfeftf 3Rf: , *n^ft :- 

"37mNtf^fF TJTTJ 3tigiT^«W 

(^ *Tt? 06-07-2010 (37wf) RfRT*? 

'qT^WT^t 7 if^) Tjftrafifczt afrF vt$H& , HTftRF ’ 1 

[m ft. ftt-12018/01/2009-ftt 3] 
37fRcTT f^nnt, 375R^rf^ 


New Delhi, the 27th October, 2011 

S. O. 3679.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India and in supersession of the Ministry’s 
N otification of even No. dated 29-9-2009,hereby, makes the following amendments in Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, 
namely 

2. In the existing entries of column 2 and 3 against of Serial No. 60, in respect of Nair Hospital Dental College, 
Mumbai in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of dental degrees 
awarded by Maharashtra University of Health Sciences, Nashik, the following entries shall be inserted thereunder :— 

“Orthodontics & Dentofacial Orthopedics 

(if granted on or after 06-7-2010) MDS (Ortho.), Maharashtra 

University of Health Sciences, Nashik” 

[F.No. V-12018/1/2009-DE] 
AN ITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 

^ftRrft,31 31^47,2011 

^T. 3TT. 3680.—7T73TT7, a*f#m, 1948 (1948^1 16) ftt *TTO 10 ^^~W\ (2) U17T 3FCft 

^1 Wm RKrffa ft SlfafrzR ^ 'RFT-I ft' fa^fcrlf&d 

ftftfSH ^Tcft ft, ^TFRT :— 

2 . iiftTT fa?crfften^q, fVwdi, ^ro w ^ •str hi^i ^ ft ^ 

1948 (1948 c?7t 16) ^ ^ ’RHl-l ft TOtT 52 ^ 2 cT«TT 3 ftl^T ft ftTRf^fecl 

(ii) 

Cnf^ Tft 26-5-2011 ^1 37«^r 
5T^H nf ftt) 


in? ^ Tfft 

anftfftfew) 

uftn, iTTRcTT" 


4488 Gl/11—3 


[ft.ftt-12017/69/2005-^t^] 

arfftrcTT ^qrat, sm vftwt 
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New Delhi, the 31 st October, 2011 

S.O. 368 exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 

1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following amendments 
i n 

Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, namely ;— 

2. In the existing entries of column 2 and 3 against Serial No. 52, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 
(16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of dental degrees awarded by Himachal Pradesh University, Shiml a, the following 
entries shall be inserted thereunder :— 

“ I Himachal Dental College, Sundernagar 

(ii) Master of Dental Surgery' 

Orthodontics & Dentofacial Orthopedics 

(if granted on or after 26-5-2011) MDS (Ortho. & Dentofacial Orthopedics) 

Himachal Pradesh University Shimla” 

[ No. V-l 2017/69/2005-DE ] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 

33^3,2011 

^T. 3TT. 3681.—^ 33T33R, cRf 33f*#m, 1948 (1948 16) m\ 10 (2) £RT 

TFTFT ^ irq ^ TFFTC, NTTcfty mTf^oWl 33 3PJ3J5t ^ 3 

fTRMtsTd 3T7ThTT w) t, TiFf :— 

2. SKI W feM tfRTT 33fyfT*TO, 

1948 (1948 43T 16) nr*T-I tr^' TPTJt, ^ 3m ^ WH 69 ^ 

7FW 2 TT«TT 3 33fafW 4 fTRfclfed 33fafe*3T 3Tcftfa 3RT; TS#TcT ^ft ^rfr 

" v ypmftar fer ^tth (tra y&r) 

(i) 

25-8-201! ^trtf 

sRTTTdrTI foyTfaar</F3, Hlw” 


[33. eft-12017/99/2005 I] 
f^TTSt, 3P37 33f^t 


New- Delhi, the 31 st October, 2011 

S.O. 3681. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following amend¬ 
ments in Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of column 2 and 3 against Serial No. 69, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 
(16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of dental degrees awarded by Barkatullah University Bhopal, the following entries 
shall be inserted thereunder :— 


“V. Mansarovar Dental College, Bhopal (M.P.) 

(i) Bachelor of Dental Surgery 

(ifgranted on or after 25-8-2011) BDS, Barkatullah University, Bhopal” 

[ F. No. V-12017/99/2005-DE ] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 
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fTOt,3i 3^n:,20ii 

W. 3ff. 3682,—TOtaTTTaF^XRfTOfcoH* StfTOm, 1948 (1948^1 16) ^ *7171 lOWt^l-^KT (2) SRTOtTOTO 

TOr TO ^17, wTO ^r fafTOn TO^ it wi?} TO>, ^ TOrfTO *£ 970-1 i vjtf&m TOTOrfTO 

7770 99 1?, OrHd: :— 

2 . TOft RTO fw fTOrfTOcTO, TO 5171 TOT MTOt fefipff 97t ^TF^Tcn ^ TO 3 597 fTOcTTl 

TOfTO, 1948 (1948 59 16) TO SUjTJxft ^ *TTO-I 3’3R TOl 56 ^ W1 TOcR 2 7T«77 3 TO TO[5T TOfTO ft ; 

TOftTO 37999 379: TOTO TO TO J] 1 :- 

Tx ce t w ft TOo gn^sr, TO (^ii^r) 

(i) TO973TOrTOTTrTO ^^114 

(TO it? fans? 5 - 5-2011 TO 37*R7^TO TOTO ^on fm fTOTOrsjicro, to” 

TO TO it) I 

[90. U TO-12017/106/2005-TO1] 
TOTO fTOTO, 3RT TlfTO 


New Delhi, the 31 st October, 2011 

S. O. 3682.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following amendments 
in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of columns 2 and 3 against Serial No. 56, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, ! 948 
(16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of dental degrees awarded by Ch. Charan Singh University, Meerut, the following 
entries shall be inserted thereunder :— 

“IX Kalka Dental College, Meerut (U.P.) 

(i) Bachelor of Dental Surgery BDS 

(if granted on or after 5-5-2011) Ch. Charan Singh University, Meerut” 


[ F. No. V-12017/106/2005-DE ] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 

TOfTOTO, 1 W^T, 201 i 

■RT. 37T. 3683.— TOtO fafarSW TOTOPR, 1948 (1948 99 16) TO *4771 loTO^9-*4777 (2) 5T7 555 

99 TOft TO TOfa 5^ TOfTOl TOt 3 TO ^ TO ?77 TO TOTO' 29-9-2009 TO TO7 

59 STfTOPJT TO ftr t^TOT "TO TOfTO TO 97 *710-1 V TOTOTO TO TOTO TO) i, 

4190 : :— 

2 . 5 TOruoi^ ^i. fTOTOn frofareiTTO TOTO 5171 TO TO TO TO] to-MTOt feM’ TO oiroi it TOfa 
3 ^T-fTOmrr TOfTO, 1948 (1948 99 16) TO 37^p] TO 919 1 o w% TOft 34 TO TRFl Tor 2 TO 3 TO TOjti 


TO tto 

5 TOTOhT| ^7. 093773777 fTOTOoGl 
iTOTOT^T,^!” 


ri TO-.TOTOTOTOTO : 

“xxi TOt fro ^tTO TO TOTOh, 
TOf, TOTOrt^; 

(i) TOar? TOTOi TOt 

(TO ^TOff 18-8-20H TO3tsrt^77TO 

oropf wr TO of it) i 


[77. TO 12017/46/2004T01] 
37tTO fTOt, 3797 TTfTO 
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New Delhi, the 1st November, 2011 

S. O. 3683. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India hereby, makes the following amendments 
in Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of columns 2 and 3 against Serial No. 34, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 
(16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of dental degrees awarded by The Tamil Nadu Dr. MGR Medical University, Chennai, 
the following entries shall be inserted thereunder :— 

“XXI Tagore Dental College & Hospital, 

Chennai, Tamil Nadu 

(i) Bachelor of Dental Surgery BDS 

(i f granted on or after 18-8-2011) The Tami 1 Nad u Dr. MGR Medical Uni vers ity, 

Chennai” 


[F. No. V-12017/46/2004-DE ] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 

2011 

m. 3tr. 3684.—mR,^fafartTF StfafTO, 1948 (1948 ^116) ^ 9TO 10^^3-^Kl (2) $R1 

'spfrn ^ -qRcfa fyfoPoHi -qftx -ft wm ^ ^ ^ fcro 29-9-2009 TO t ft azre; 

SrftftJTO 3Tf*TsFrrm ^ ^ Rd\gKI T^RT 37fafTO ^ *7FI-J ft’ faRfafad 3^ t, 

TOT: :— 

2. Tte gRT 3KR ^ ^ TlF4cfT ^ R 

37f#m ( 1948 (1948 16) ^ ^ TO-I 3 sFR TOTT 56 ^ 2 rT«?T 3 4^T gfafoglT ftfHftifisRf 

yftrfeqf m: •- 

“(V) ^iWTT tZH TOU, HT fewmig 
(^T^T) 

(i) 3TO -£z& TRfft 
(^ *TT? TRT if 

3R 2006-07 ^ ^tR 

^ ^ 

3KR M i\ I 3 ^ TJ5f<mTOf 
^ ^9 ft ^TRI ^etT^tT) 1 

[ T F7. ft. ftt-12017/22/2004-ftf i] 

3T5|U^ 






New Delhi, the 8th November, 2011 

S, O. 3684.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council oflndia hereby, makes the following amendments 
in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of columns 2 and 3 against Serial No. 56, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 
(16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of dental degrees awarded by Ch. Charan Singh University, Meerut, the following 
entries shall be inserted thereunder :— 

“V Krishna Dental College, Ghaziabad 
(Uttar Pradesh) 

(i) Bachelor of Dental Surgery BDS 

(if granted to the second batch of BDS Ch. Charan Singh University, Meerut” 

students admitted during the academic 
session 2007-07 only as a one time 
measure not to be quoted as precedent 
in future) 


[F. No. V-12017/22/20G4-DE ] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 
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9^teft, 8 99*97, 2011 

¥7T. 3¥. 3685.—##¥¥7997,¥ft?f99¥, 1948 (194899 16) 9ft 9171 109ft^¥-¥T7I (2) 51713K¥>lf9?l#' 
99 3I#¥ 97# m, ¥R#9 5¥I faf9Jc¥T #79^ # WT# 9># # 919 3?l7 *¥ ¥9F99 9ft 199197 29-9-2009 9ft ¥¥¥5997 
3Tfa7J991 99 Slfwm 97# ¥9\S171 399 3|faf99¥ 9ft 3FJ7J# # ¥F1-I # f9¥f#f739 3^ ¥#99 97#t t, 

9199: :— 

2. 9 nfacri’tl^"SI* ¥¥#3117 fql^cwi f9?#9¥RT9, ^*9^ {jitl 9919 9ft ¥lft 9T# 5¥T-f9f97t¥l fsfil# 9ft Hl-^dl # ¥99 
4 99T-f9f9Jc¥97 3lfvf99¥, 1948 (1948 99 16) 9ft 3737 J# # ¥19-1 #’ 919 ¥§9T 34 # ¥¥lft 9999 2^39ft 
Tlf###' ^ f9i9f^f«T9 ¥9: ¥#99 9ft 9Htnft : - 

“XXIII 9> 1 ^ ,¥^ 

rf ftT H9 T ^ 

(i) %97 3Tfo^T¥sffi 
(9f59?1#f97 18-8-2011 9ft 319919¥^ 

979Tc(99B 9ft9f #) I 

[99. ¥. #-12017/1/2005-# 3] 
3lf9?tl f^Hicft, 31«R ¥f99 


##¥¥ 

9 dfMd*ll^ ¥1. 9¥#¥T7 f9f#7¥T 


New Delhi, the 8th November, 2011 

S. O. 3685 .—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India hereby, makes the following amendments 
in Part-I of the Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of columns 2 and 3 against Serial No. 34, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 
(16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of dental degrees awarded by The Tamil Nadu Dr. MGR Medical University, Chennai, 
the following entries shall be inserted thereunder :— 

“XXIII Best Dental Science College, 

Madurai, Tamil Nadu 

Bachelor of Dental Surgery 

(if granted on or after 18-8-2011) 


BDS, The Tamil Nadu Dr. MGR 
Medical University, Chennai” 

[ F. No. V-12017/1 /2005-DE ] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 


8 99191, 2011 


971. 39. 3686.— 9# ¥7991,59T f9f#<¥97 37f¥f99¥, 1948 (1948 971 16) 9ft 9T7T 10 9ft39-9T¥ (2) 519 999 #49# 
97T 9919 97# ^9, WT9 991 f#9¥¥T #79^ ¥ ¥7I¥# 99#, 999 3TF#99¥ 9ft 3Ff7J# # ¥19-1 ¥ ¥9^gl71 
¥#99 99# i?, 91¥9: :— 


2. Rp.KT^ 79T¥9 (q 5ii*i f999f9¥I919, 9lf¥97 "gKl 31919 9ft ¥1 7# 979 f9f97c¥T f#9# 9ft ¥9991 # 917 ¥’ 9*9 f9t97c¥l 
3Tfaf99¥, 1948 (1948 99 16) 9ft 39J7J# # ¥19-1 ftf #¥¥¥#¥ #Zrl 97T#9 T# ft¥9 ¥97, 919^7, ¥F1T9? # ¥99 # 97¥ 
¥7541 60 # ¥¥*$ 9ft?T¥ 2 991 3 9ft #991 MfafvqT # f#9f#f%9 3lf9ft991 |¥# ¥999 39T: ¥#T9 9ft 9## 


“ #4 T7 ^fecT #A# 7] ¥¥ ?##9p99¥ 

(#9 ¥f 199191 28-6-2011 9ft ¥¥919¥# 
¥T9f¥ ¥919 9ft 91 #) I 


¥¥#¥¥(“' 

¥9T71^79T¥¥' 
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30-6-2011 

RfTTP^ T^TT 82 ? 

[TO K 12017/72/2005-^3] 

siPmr fonst, .awR Trf^i 

New Delhi, the 8th November, 2011 

S.O. 3686.—In exercise ofthe powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following amendments 
in Part-I ofthe Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of column 2 and 3 against XXII of Serial No. 60, in respect of VSPM’s Dental College & 
Research Centre, Nagpur, Maharashtra, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to 
recognition of dental degrees awarded by Maharashtra University of Health Sciences, Nashik, the following entries shall 
be inserted thereunder :— 

“Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics 

(if granted on or after 28-6-2011) MDS,(Cons. Dent.), 

Maharashtra University of Health Sciences, 
Nashik 

Periodontology 

(if granted on or after 30-6-2011) MDS,(Perio.), 

Maharashtra University of Health Sciences, 
Nashik” 

[ F. No. V-12017/72/2005-DE ] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 


7T3TT afrt tifMPlcfl TT bU rTO 

7 foEW, 2011 

W.3TT. 3687— TRRM (TFT ^ fatr trW) fpm, 1976 (R*7T WtfVcf 1987) ^ 

10 (4) ^ STfFRRT R' TRR 3^ 7JRRT R3RRT, \RTRK f^'RFT ^ V1TTTfH«+T 'Ppmmfa tWfl fa el RRRfcPtf 

so Tifirara R fiH) rr rrRrw -m rtri ^ t, rtt^sri RRRt t:- 

o w i 

0 WfeRT Tfs^I 3Tf«Fmi, RRcT TT^R ftRR ^pTR, I 

[TF. f-11016/1/2009-Um] 
TRT. Tit. wfi, ^7 (Tit ^ T7) 

MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 
(Department of Telecommunications) 

New Delhi, the 7th December, 2011 

S.O. 3687.—In pursuance of Rule 10 (4) of the Official Language (Use for official puiposes of the Union) Rules, 

1976 (as amended-1987), the Central Government hereby notifies the following Offices under the administrative control of 
the Ministry of Communications and Information Techonogy, Department of Telecommunications , whereof more than 80% 
of staff have acquired working knowledge of Hindi: 

0 Office ofthe Controller of Communication Accounts, Door Sanchar Bhavan, Thiruvananthapuram- 695033, Kerala, 
0 Office of Divisional Engineer, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Munnar, Thiruvananthapuram, Kerala, 

[No. E-l 1016/I/2009-O.LJ 
S. C. SHARMA, Dy. Director General (C&A) 





[91911—73^5 3(ii)] 
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49ft) <M 1 919rT, MI 3ftT f&RHtli W1 

(7J99t9m 9mft fa9T9) 

19fft?mTX, 2011 

■?9T.37T. 3688.—sftftftl X7X9HX 99, fft%9 9lf999ft £TXT 5ft 9Xg9 fftM 9X fft91X 97X3 ^9791^91 X79T9T9 ftt 59T t 
f97 59XlfftT£ft9f*ra9T571 (fttft ft) M 39f7f9 ft#') 4R^4N 91997 37fftl999, 1976(1976 99 60) «WT 9TZ ftft 9T9 91997 
(xrfgefr 99 ^9K4 ) ftm, 1987 # # 373*79 1 37 ft txt w 97 ) ftwn t ift7 mrm wfri 9ft 379fft ft ft) 599 975*1 

wftfiT 99T9 T#9T 3l)x 1ftf*FT mRI^M 4 34^99 ft^T W9 97T9T #91; 

3T?T: 319 ^ftfa XTX99X, 599 37fftf999 9ft 91X1 36 97)59-91X1 (7) ft)X 59-91X1 (8) UlXl 999 Tlfafa 99 #1 97# 

p; ftxrft 731 ft97 fefter 97mft), 11 ft)x xi*fajx 9 tTxt xfa 91 x?ht- 2 sm fftfftfifa 9 m wftdi (9*nft9T ^pf-ni) 

91# U T(R ft z)-30 " *J79ciT ft) 3fa<*i XJ99 X7%5 cifa'l 599939 ( dllM ) ft) ftfe^T 99, fftxfa fll u $ 99 9IH 

“T^.^fT’’ft, (faft IXlft ixfa 9791^599 ftfeH 9751 991ft) 3ltT faft 3Fjftfal fag 331^ 95 5t/09/l 0/245 XTFjftffal fa91 591 
ft, SRjftfal W9-99 -3TTXt 97Tcl) ft l 

999 5f5*T 597 fft^TcT ft 51 997TT 99 *7TX ft*f 3Tf9TfX9 3T*59Tf#5 cftm 5997X5 (ft9elZT9 997TT) 
ft I 33fa97cm $5791 30 fa.91. 3?tX ^999 83991 100 91. t I X7c9T99 5T9915 3RTM (3) 5 91. t 1 IXlft 597 

37Tft97J*R ft fftX799 719 919719 ^9997X3919797 9lfX9 3TTft4<J<rH 9919 ft l 99971 3cX^9> 5T4I5 (9^3 t 7#) 93# ct)d4 
mU'JIIH 44<1^19 9><dJ ft I 5997791 230 ftfal 3lft 50 F^9 9?9T9cff 9TXT fftljd 9919 9X 9^4 97TtTT ft I 



3?Tffft-2-ftfec3 9ft ^tfm 97T9 99 9ftHM« ’5199m 

9»t 9T5^ ^ f^U. 99 5ft9 ^ xftf^ T l 919X 199991 99 Xl11^19 9»t "91 dl "f 1 9T59I 9^1 XTftl99 9rX^ ^ "3999 99 791 
9^ft 9ftRTO 519919 99Xl99 ft[91 9911 I 

"«lS<l 4>fci^7l9 99F 9^9 9lt <19)4 ^ fcTt< 9n^/99X 41^ ft 159 fX99 ftt 1991 991 'f 1 

2f1ft 9v^ftl X7X99X 999 3ffftf999 9>1 9TXT 36 9>t 99-919 (12) "&1X1 999 7lf999f 9H 99l9 999 lp9F ftlW 9FTI 
^ 19> 99?| 9T391 ^ 3Tjftft9 ^ 1X1 yHi u ]-99 ^ Sl'rfftn TXlt f^Pinldi SIX1 dftl fft^Trl, f59T19 9> Sl^XTTX 3ftx 3ft) X999) ft fftxift 
399 31^ft)Rd ftfe<9 99 fftM^ f979T 9911, fafaffttl 3X9 ^13clT ^ ftft f[ ft9T, 99T99T sfft 99ft9l9T9 ^ 9ftf9 599371 ft) ftft 
ft) 100 fft 91. ft 2 91. 997 ^ “ i ” 919 ^ %tT 100 ft 10,000 997 eft ^ ft XTr9I99 9T9919 3ftlXTcl (99) 37ft 5 91. 9T TXlft 
3lf997 ^ “1” 919 -£ ftl9 500 ft 10,000 997 ftn ft X99199 9199H 379071 (99) XT%9 50 197.91. 997 97) 37f99vcl9 $1991 
9lft t 3fft“^” 9H lxlo^ ( 2*10*91 5*10*,"^ t, ft) 9919797 91 ^lf?H97 ^ft97 91 7]^T ^ 99^3 t I 

[99. XT. 53^99-21 (164 )/2010j 
ft). l<9- fttfftn, 19^7197,1ftf997 919 199T4 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 19th September, 2011 

S.O. 3688. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of Series “MTT-30” and 
with brand name “M.TECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. M. Tech Digital Company, 
11 Veer Complex, Radhanpur Cross Road, Mehsana-2 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/245; 

The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with 
a maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2—Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model. 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. A typical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/fnother board to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg. to 2 g. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 
500 to 10,000 for‘e’value of 5g. or more and with‘e’value of 1 x 10 k ,2*10 k ,or5*10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole 
number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with 
the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21 (164)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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Ff t^ft, 19 2011 

FTT.3TT. 3689.—Ffk?vtF TTTFTTT Ffl, farffF FtfWTt ^TO ^ FT^F fate FT fFFTT Fffa ^ FMtT^FF TWIFTF Ft FFT t 
fa FFF fate k Fffa FTScf (fa# Ft F^ SfFffa #fa) FT? -fa FTF FHFT fafaTFF, 1976 (1976FTT60) FFT FTZ fat FTF FTFFT 
(FTFFft FTT ST^tfl 4H) f=TFF, 1987 fa <RFfa fa 3T^F t 3^T W FTF TTFRRT1fa FTFTFTT WI fat 3TFfF fa fat ^ FTFFT 
FFTfacTT FFTF T^Ft fat? f¥*FT FftfrfaFFT fa 3F*JFF faFT KH FRFT TFFT; 

3FT: 3TF, fa^ftF TTTFFT, FFF FTfafaFF fat FTTT 36 fat FF-FTTT (7) fat? FF-FTTT (8) £t?T FFtT VTfaffa FtT F% FT?# 
fF fa??fa FF. $FT fetfaM FFFFt, 11 fat? FFfcF^FTT, TTFF^ FFF TtF, FFFTFT-2 FRT ffaffafaF F«TF FFlfafi (FFTfaFMIl) Ftfa 
"Trq Ft fat-500 ” p JT3cn fa faFTFT TJFF TlfFF aTTSTFlfT'TF fatFtFFFFFFT (fatefilfa FI?F) fa faTF-F FF, ffaafa W*F FF FTF ‘*FF. 
^ft” i, (ffafa ftt 4‘ srrfa fmtt^hff ftfpt f»ft fft t) fat? ffafa srjfateF tfaf 3uf f^ ^t/09/10/246 W3<fvra ffaFi fft i, 
3R[faFF FFm-FF ^fat Wt t 1 

TJFF FTFcT F^t tfafTF fa*T FFTT? FF «TTF fa Ft 3nFTfTF STFSrFtfteF faeR 7W1 (^FFFrf FT^F) 
t I fTTfat stffaFFP? ^FFT 1000 ffa.FT, fat? ^FcfF SRcfT 4 ffa. FT. t I MW F1FFH 3TFTTTFT (t) 200 FT. t I FRF T£F 
STTFF^FtF ^fFct |t fFWhl FRT TETRtFTcT oFFFrKFFTcMF FTftF 3TTFF^FR FFTF fa l TTFF7T TRTTfaFT FTFtF (F^t ^ fat) F^fa fafcTF 
FfRFTF FFfafaiF FTTFT fa I FFFTFF 230 ktcr£ 3rk 50 F<^f TMTTFcff FTTT fF^ct FFTF FT <6]4 FvTrfT ^ I 

sn^ftr-i 



3n^fF-2-FTFFt FTt TTtf^TF MF FF FRTFTF 

F^t FT5t F k TTtt^FT FTFT tFFFH FR ^ TtTJ TTT?^4 f^ TF^ k TTt%F Fft Fmft ^ I Fkt ^ TTt«T ^ 

feTF<4 ^ ^T7 ^ 3ftT HTF FFT F Ft ^Ft* 3 k Ft^RT FTFT FR Tft<F W ^ttel FFT t I FTSFT FF TTtcTFF FWt qff WTFF 
FF F^ F^Ft FtWTIF^ FTFFTF 3'F{tFF IfFI FFT % I 

6W."\ 4‘ FTFTt ^f^TFTR FF) FfF Fit TjfFFT ^ I FTFTt Fffe^FH FF? FfF FTf ^ fFTF F/^t FH^/FFT Ft^ F fSF 
fTFF Ft ^FTFFTt I 

-^^tF TRFFT "3FF srfFfFFF F^t FTTT 36 Ftt ‘SF-FTTI (12) FTTT FFtt FlfFFFt FH FFkl FtT^ FK FtMtl FRFt 
11% "3FF FfeFt FF 3T^FtFF F^ FFFT-FF FF 3 Tf4f '3TTt fFfFFfcTT FRT ^Ttt tTT^TcT, f^FT^F FF 3T^[TTTT 3TTT FTTt fttMTtl R fFRTTt 
FFF ST^RttFF 'ffel fFkTqkl tFRTT MT t, TTTt ^j^FTT F«TT4ftT 3^T cfWfaWF FF FtcFF 3FFMI 4t Wt ^ft 

5 Tfl. FT ^Ttk STfFFT ^ "I" FFf ^ #TF; 500 k 10,000 FFT Ftt tF k TtrFTFF WFT 3TFTTFT (TTF) T#F 50 ftfT. FT. R 
5000 fF7 FT. TTF> F^t .BTfFFTFF SFTFT t sftT RTF 1 x J0^, 2^10^ FT 5x I 0 *, ^ f, Ft F'FTFTF) FT FaWcFFT '^FlfFT FT 
F£F FT t ! 

[FF. TT. W^FR-21( 164)/2010] 
Ft. M FtfSFT, M7TFT, fFfFF? FTF fF^TH 

4488 GI/11--4 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2011 

S.O. 3689. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class -III) of Series “MTP-500” and 
with brand name “M.TECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. M. Tech Digital Company, 
11 Veer Complex, Radhanpur Cross Road, Mehsana-2 and which is assigned the approval mark 1ND/09/10/246; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000kg. and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



^OhTr v>fw 


Figure-2—Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model. 

Sealing is done on the right side/back side of the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The 
seal is connected by whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached 
with seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to externa! calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 5000kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with‘e’value of !*l0 k , 2*10 k or 
5* 10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21 (164)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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19 2011 

cfil.3TT. 3690.—-Wv^O^l RRKR q>l, &Kl "37^ iTRJfl R4R *t><4 4> ' t T9^R^ 7 T^ RRT^IH "^1 M4I i? fa 

3^T ffate a fafa qfecH (4fa fa ^ 3JFf>fa faif) W sfa RN RTFS 3lfa£m, 1976 (1976 ^T 60) cf«TT fall RN RTFS’ 
(^PScff ^T 3faRfaT) faRT, 1987 fa 3Wtif fa 3RJ*R t fafc W ^ ^ ^TOT t fa cRTffiTC ifafa fa* 3faR fa fa 33c! fafe?T 
q*nfan srtit T^r fafa Ifc farffarfafa fa 3fa jrr tot Tfarr; 

3RT: 3H, fafafa WchR, 333 fafafaqq fat SIR 36 fa) 3^-^RI (7) fafa3q-*lKl (8) ^RT 3P^tt Vlfafal ^T wfa Rfa) 
^ faqfa RSRR '$?fafafa fa^+fa fafa 3fatfa fas, «|5R^u«cil, TpRm, 364515 £RT fafafad fafaffatf WZT qfafa 

fafafeTT^ fa*fa sn^Rnqfa' jffaqfa’i, (f^^'^faw^ Sqdfar^R^RRT t) fafa fafa 3 Tjfa<W ffaf 3 Tlf Tfa 

fa/09/10/587 TRTRfald fa^T RRT t, 3Tjfafaf 3RF1-R3 qtfcft t 1 

33ft fafeR fyPRMd 3TR7 Tjfa^R 3TT«nttcT 4faffa>d TO37 RTfa f I ^[fat fafaFrR « 5 R HI. f I fafaVH 
Wfa 3m rh t i qfaq fa faq fa Rfafai ^jfan t i 

3TTiffa-| RTgR 



3TR 'S'fa'M TR^tIT 333 3tRiR^h fat *1KT 36 fat "39- 3KI (12) "SRI U33 33 SRI 7 ! 3R3 fT( 3?> fafafl °Rdt 

t fa^RTSel fa 3Rpfal fa 3RM~q^ fa fadfad 3fa ffadqfdl £RI 3fa fail'd, fa 3Rjqq fal 3fa RTRllt fa Ifaqfa 

33d srjfaRd qfe^i ffafafaq ffaqi rri f, fafaftd 33ft fa fafa fa fas, wfadi fafr sifancR fa fam iwi fa faft fa 
l fqr. m, 2 Rf. in., 5 fa. in., 10 f4T. in., 15 fa. m, 20 Rf. m, 25 m, 30 fa. m a^r 50 fa. tjt. ^ m <n 3 f 1 

[q?T. R. S3g^T£T-21(216)/2010] 

ql. ■Q3. 4fai3, , faqq> qn ifaTR 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2011 

S.O. 3690. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of Mechanical Counter Machine 
with brand name “GODSON” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Adson Eiectroweigh, 
Vishwakarma Industrial Area Amreli Road, Savarkundla, Gujarat 364515 and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/10/587; 

The said model is a Principle of Moments based Mechanical Counter Machine with a maximum capacity of 5 kg. 
The indication is of analogue type. There is a provision of stamping in the beam of the counter machine. 

Figure-1 : Model 



Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with capacities 1 kg, 2 kg, 5 kg, 10 kg, 15 kg, 20 kg, 25 kg, 30 kg, 
and 50 kg, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 


[ F. No. WM-21 {216)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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R^fafa, 19 ffaPRR 2011 

W.3TT, 3691.—fafafa RTRRT RR, ffafa fafafat STCT fa fate RT fRRR Rfa fa RTRTR R^ WRB 

rrr fate te fafa rtsb (fate fa r^ sn^te fair) ^3ik^ rbr? fafam, 1976 (1976 rr 60 ) r*h rr fa rb rhr; 
(Rfefaf RR 33fafar) ffaR, 1987 fa ^fafa fa 3^R f fa R7R fat falSRT t fa ^rPTfcTR Wl fat 3TRfa R’ fa RRR RfaR 

RRT?fa RRTR Tfafl fa ffaRB faftfafa fa 4M$W fal RRR RRRT faTT; 

3R: 3TR fafafa Wl, ~3RR SfaffaR fat RTR 36 fat ^R-RIR (7) fa RR-RTR (8) ^TR TRtT TlfafaRTF fate Rfa 

fir tefa 25, 2nd fa fa R^RfaT teaTTTS, faRP[3 fa fa, ^ te RRl, fa far, faj5 SIR ffatfa RtR RRlfa (RRlfal 

fall) fa ,, RRfa ,, ^faRT^ afaRr^RRRffa 3R^Rlffa farR RRRRR (faRB Sfa) faRfa RR, ffafa sfRR RRRR 
“fa" i, (ffa ffaf l*Rfa RTRT^RRR RT5R R>?1 RR1 1?) fa tfa 3TfaR fa fa ^ fat/09/10/275 RRfaffa ffa RRl 
t, 3RRfa RRRT-RR fat Rfat t I 

RRR Rfa RRT faR fa RRtR RTT RK fa STTRlfa RRTRTffa fan (faRIR Rfa f l ^fal srffam 

SJRcCT 30 fa.TTT. fa ^JRcTR 3TRR 100 R. t? I RcRPR RTRRR 3TRTCTR (f) 2 RT. 1? I |fa anfagRR ^ffa f faRR RTrf 
fafa °444>cHtcH4> far 3TTfa[<?R RRTR t 1 RRJRT 4cRfa fate (Rrl | fat) Rfa fan falTR aqfad RRRI t 1 aq^i 
230 fa 50 RrRlfaf RTR ffapT W R7 fa RRcTf t I 

aflfafri—l fa ci 



3Rfa-2-R9R.RJ( fa Rtfa RR fafa RTRRH 

far fa fat fa faR R R fatfcTR RRR ffalH RR fatfa fa fat t I Rlfa fa faffa fa ^ faR RH RR7 fat 
faffiTO 5TRHIR fafa ffa W # I 

RnTRvRTf R RIFTt fatefaTR ?IR5 ■'T^R fa ^fRRT 1? I 41^0 fatefaH RRi RfR fa fate te ffa R/fa Rfa./RR7 Rte te" ffa 
feTR RtffaTRRft I 

far fafa rr£tt srr arffam fa rrt 36 fa rt-rtr ( 12 ) sro r^r fafaf rit fate fa w tefa far 
"t 1te> "SRcl HlSd te aifafal te fR RRTR-RR te fafa ‘3Rt IfalRfclT $*K( fat fR^5TcT, ffan^R te 3T^RR af|T fat RTRlJt te fafa 
RRrf arfaffa RfecT ffafal ffa RRj t, ffafa fat fafcTI te fa H fa, RRlfa fa faRIPP? te cfa RRRR^I Rt fat fa 
100 fR. m te 2 RT. RR? fa RB fa fan, 100 fa 100,000 RR> fat fa fa RcRIRR RFTRH 3TRRB (RR) fa 0.1 m RT Rfa 
3tffa fa “i' } RB fa ffa 5,000 fa 100,000 RR7 fat fa te RcRFB RNRH falB (RR) R%R 50 ffa.RT. RRT fat 3#B7RR S?RRT 
Rite f fa RB lx 10^, 2x10^ , 5x10^, fa t, fa RRtcRR RT 4?RllcRR RBfa RT fa RRRrR t t 

[BT. R.^^RR-21( 199)/2010] 
fa. RR. fatfa, ffafaRR 1faRR> RT9 ffalB 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2011 

S.O. 3691. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby approves and issues the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Tabletop type) with digital indication, belonging to High Accuracy (Accuracy class -II) of Series “SAC” and 
with brand name “TYKHE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Tykhe 25, 2nd Main Road, 
Nrupathunga Layout, Kothanur Main Road, J.P. Nagar, 7th Phase, Bangalore which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/10/275; 

The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Tabletop type) with 
a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2—Schematic Diagram of sealing of the model. 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. A typical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has been provided in A/D card/mother board to 
disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 100,000 for ‘e’ value of 1 OOmg. 2g. and with number of verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 5,000 to 100,000 for‘e’value of 0.1 g. or more and with ‘e’value of 1 x )0 k ,2x I0 k or 5x 10 k , k beingthe 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21(199)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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19 2011 

-3TT.3TT. 3692—444? m^R mi, fafe<T 44*4 SRI ^4 TOfcT 442 FT famn 3*4 4 ^ MW 4 "W114 

mmm f Hi 4 44d 4te?r (44 4 ^ 3 tp?4t 44‘) w 3ffhc -m -rff* a*faf4m, 1976 (1976 m\ 60) m«n snz fa -m w 
(444 qn srpfcO fam, 1987 4 *3ft 44 4 t 4kfRqra41 i 14 wmi wfa 41 arafa 4* 4 w 4feH 

q«nsfar qqrq t^tt alk M^r hUI^M 4 4qr wr mirni t&ft; 

3TcT: 3jq GR^fTR, mmm STfaf^m 41 ^KI 36 41 ^q-^TRT (7) 4ft cfq-qTO (8) ?RT 'SlTd ^if^rRTf ml TT^tn q?4 
*nr 4a4 fei 25, 2nd fa fa, m^fal ^3TT3Z, 4fcffR fa fa, 4 qt W, 74 43, 4 t?J 7 JJTCT fafdftfl "R^TF WftlT 
(W«ffTT^f-Ill) 3T4 “■Q^zt” pj^TT 4 31437 7J33 TrfFcT 3TFT3l14d cfftFl STOW (&q<rfZN ZI^T) 4ftfe?T 37T, f44 

4ft fsm 3^4* 4? srftftF 4/09/10/276 

fam «roi "f, 3 ^ 41^1 ^Rpr-qq 'Jfr4 4><.cf) i? 1 

■33<T 4fe^l "0^7 fa^d MehK 37[ qR 4cd 3TPflf<d 3R^pqTf4d dl<dd 3 L T c h< (J l <JF$9) ?? I 5 ?h 41 34ld>dH 

mm 30 4m fa mm 100 m i i ^?w m to mrmvm (1) 5 m 1 1 fat mm rnifa^m fax? t farcwr ?m 
44?ra dq^eRrc^ mfftr smftrgdR qqra i 1 ^*4^ fate (w ^ 4) m4 faff 94ih 3M^ff m 3tm 11 iqmrq 

230 fat 44 50 fa M3dl mFT 4^d TO mi mtf 3*dT t I 

arr^FfcT— 1 ftfeei 




3Hf»fd-2: 4 fam 37T faffa 

4ft 41 4 ft4r 4 4 44 ft mm Pra»i<?r mi 44ft m\ *tt4 1 1 4fec7 41 4 m4t qr4 4 qqr u?4 

4wi^ ototf d4<Tdd t4rr mm t 1 

39<+>< u i 4 sff?4 44 t4?h cw q^ 41 ijfam f 1 «n^4 44 #?r mm 9 ^ 414^4 4 4ft tj/ 4 qn^/qqr 44 4 4fq 

14r 4 f4n 7 ff 1 1 

aftr 444 fu<+r mmi 4t4w 41 w 36 41 " 39-^0 ( 12 ) q^r 4qd4 m ^44 mfa ^tt ^ 4w mfa 

t f4 ^cRt 4te^i 4 3Tj41^d 4 m. FFPi-qq 4 3441 ^4 444^1 ^ro "34 ffafc, 4 spjw 34^4^0414 fafa 
3Fj4f4 ■tfer m\ 144i4t f4qi tot i, f44if4d ^34 4 44 4 fa, w^dT 44 <*i4h<?h 4 d4n 3 m<^om 4 44 

4 100 fa m 4 2 m mm 4 "4" fh 4 f4Fr 100 4 10,000 ^ 414r 4 wn (- 55 ) 5 m ^t ^4 

44dr 4 “^" fh 414^ 500 4 10,000 mm 414f 4 ffftr 34tft (mm) 44d 50 14.m mm 41 44*^ 
4"^"-rh 1 x 10 '^, 2*io*qr 5 x 10 ^,41,4 q-ncM ^m ^iirM^ ^ifa qi^41 1 

[qn. 4. -5^xnr-2 1 ( 1 99 > /2010 ] 

4. - 95 . mfam, ffam, Mmrn rn famm 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2011 

S.O. 3692. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Tabletop type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “SAT” and with 
brand name “TYKHE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. T>khe 25, 2nd Main Road, 
Nrupathunga Layout, Kothanur Main Road, J.P. Nagar, 7th Phase, Bangalore which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/10/276; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Tabletop type) with 
a maximum capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of lOOg.The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2: Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model. 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire i.om the body of the scale through holes. A typical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument of 
similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg and with number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for‘e’value of lOOmg to2g and with number of verification scale interval (n) in 
the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value 1 * 10 \ 2 * 10 k or 5 * 10 k , k being the positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance w ith the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the approved model has been manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21 (199)/2010J 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 



[WUl-W^S 3(ii)] 


FTCcT FF 7FFFF ; feFR 24, 2011/Ffa 3, 1933 
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felt, 191 wft, 2011 

^T.3TT. 3693.—fefa RnFFR FF, feri FTfent ITR! TTFt FnfT M2 FT fen Fn3 FT FFFT^ FF FRTFTF ?tFFTt % 
<tftt M23 erf%nfe (fe Ft f| wfrfcT ^nir) ftc altr fif w arferFF, 1976 (1976 fit 60) fft ft z aftrFiF wi 
( nfs^ff ftt 3^ff) fer, 1987 ^ 's’fet' ^ anpr i afn^FRFrt fern i Ife ftftftt Mf fe afer 3nt sff ftsft 

FFfe FFTF Mil aftT feR FftMIM ^ WJFF M UFR FvtFT tM; 

3TF: 3TF 7T7FF7, T3FF aifafe? F?t FTTT 36 Fit 7TF-FTT1 (7) aflT 3F-FKI (8) FHT FFF Tfferf FTT Mf F17F 

IF Mf M 25, 2nd TFT -^5 FWfTT T^aTTJS, FTteFJT ^ TtF, ^ Ft FF7, 7FT fe, FFFJT F^T fefe T^T FFTFFT 

(fftM M-n) fe “FRTFFt” ^jrsTcTT ^ afer tjff Tfe anzratfe fen nw (fe4 rt^f) ft nfe ff, feFi 

FFF F>T FIF “f77^” t (fe Mf FFFT^^FF Ffe FTFT FFT t) afa fe 3Fpfe fe 3Tlf R ^t/09/10/277 TFT^fe 

feT fft i, argrfe ffff-ff Fnt fM i i 

^FF FT5FT F^> fafFT ‘Ff yF>K F>T FTT Rt?T 3TTFTftF aRFFTfFTF dVlR dFF>F J l ( ^d^l4 "dl?M) ^ I $R=bt arfFFdR 

^tfft 600 fern aftr ^jfff m$\ 2.5 fen. 1 1 rffiff ftffh amroer (i) 50 ft. t 1 M’ fft arfe^ t fe^r 

FTcT Fffe oFFF^FTrFF FTftrT anMjrH FFTF t l WFT FRTfe (F?t i ^t) ife Ffe Fffe 'JFFfe FR7T1 f l 

3FFiRUf 230 aftr 50 FcFfef FTTT fF^T W FT FTRf FTRTT t I 


3TF£fel nfe 



3F^fTT-2: ^FFT°T ^ HfSri FH FtfeTF FTFFFT 

fel FTt FT^t ^ feT ^ RTtfM FTFT feleT FR RTtfe FTt FTctt t I Ffe FF RllcT^ FRt ^^TFF FH FFT ifet 

fT^rtfts; ^rtftf "^f^ff Ifft ffi % t 

3F«R®T ^f Fif<rf$?H cTF> F^F F?t ^fFFT f I FIKTt «6td^^R FFT F^F FTt RTFlF ^ F/^t FF^/nFr FT^ F feF 
ffe FtfeFFlf l 

3^T ^tF FTF77 FFF 3 TNw? Fit FRT 36 Fft RR-FKl ( 12) STCT FFF TTfefl' FTT FFlF FF Ffej FRrtt 

"t fFT ^FF hTsci ^ ai^FtFF ^ ^TT FFTF-FF ^ afeF 3Rt fFfefrTT 'gTTT ^Ft f^giirT, 3FJTTTT 31^7 FTFFt ^ 'fern 

"3FF aijR)^ Ffe FTT f^pTMVJT fel FFT f, TRlt ^TRT Fl^^FFT, FFfe aftT F>l491eH ^ ctfe ^FFRF v :t ifi ^ 1 If 

50 If. FT. FFT ^ M i" -qn fe 100 ^1 100,000 FFT FTt ^ F RTcFIFF FTWR 3TFFR (FF) 3^R 100 fr. FI. FT FRT^ 3TfFFi F^ 
“^’ , FH 5000 ■& 100,000 FF> Fit ^ ^FcFTFF FTFFH afeF (FF) "Tfe 50 %.FT. ^ 5,000 tF>. FI- FFT F?t 3Tfe?FJ 8TFFT 
Fl^t 3flT“|"FR 1x10*, 2 X 10*FT 5x10*. R f, FFTrFF? FT Fj^JlrFFT FT FR ^ FF^l t ! 

[FF. V. ’^J,F^-21(199)/2010] 
FT. F/T. Ftfe, felFT, fFfe FTF felF 


4488 GI/11—5 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 201! 

S.O. 3693. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication, of High Accuracy (Accuracy class -II) of Series “SAP” and with brand 
name “TYKHE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Tykhe 25,2nd Main Road, Nrupathunga 
Layout, Kothanur Main Road, J.P. Nagar, 7th Phase, Bangalore and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/10/277; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity'of 600kg and minimum capacity of 2.5kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 50g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 Model 



Figure-2: Sealing Diagram 

Sealing is done bypassing the sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. Atypical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the mode! is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip sw itch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Centra! 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy , performance and of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and up to 5,000kg with 
number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 100000 for‘e’value of I mg to50mg and with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5,000 to 100,000 for ‘e’ value of I OOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 * 10 k , 
2 x 10 k or5 x 10 k , k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the said manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and materials with which, the approved Model has been 
manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-2I(199)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT. Director of Legal Metrology 















[MFTII—-SF3- 3(ii)] 


qi7cT ^TT TRTR : ^5^ 24,2011/^3, 1933 
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19 facW, 2011 

^l,3ir, 3694.—iit'M , H{=hR RTT, [qfen gid <s^ ywyi q7 4>7^ it M^ic^q!? fim^TR it Mdl 1? fir 

ftq^ i qf*ra qfSH (iti it snfrfH iiif) qre afa qrc qFRT srfqfqqq, i976( 1976 qn 60) ~m w ak qrc qpRT 
(tfeff qTT 3Pjqt<q) twr, 1987 ^ 3T^q f 3lk qR qtt ^TOT11^ R9RK qit9 q»t 3Tqfa i it ifepf 

qqiicTT aR}iJ T^TT 3ft7 fitiH MftfVtyRiil i 39^46 $q/ 3RR qTTcTT 7^91; 

3fcT: 3R qRTR, Sifqfqqqqrt qro 36 qft ^q-qnr (7) 3^^q-qRT (8) £T7T 7 <t 1 ^Tfacrif ®FT TPTFT qni 
^ iqi fzm 25, 2nd % is, q^q^jqi ^snss, -btdi-ji iq is, i it qqr, 7 ^t qqcjc ski fifqficT q*qq qqricn 
(qqj*fajqi-Hi) qfl^ “t^ 3TR" JfaRI ^ 3RRT Tjqq qfecT 3K*Mlfc-1fl itm <WcRUT (^s^nf <n$q) <& Tfer q>T, ftnflfr 

w^^T 7 iq“f^” t, (fii sqi ^<ra?r qfecT qr?r rtt t) afo fii 375 ^ fi^ sT^qq it/ 09 / 1 0/278 

fqrqr sst i, 33^itsq qqm-qq *ni qrTcft i 1 

zm qfeR qqt M qisrc qtr qq ift\ smnfii #R s^^tt^i (^zqni zi?q) t \ |qqrt stfiqRq 

mm 1000 fam zfa -*gm mm 4 far. m i 1 q^rm qmR 3 rrtr (i) 200 m i1 w$ ^ stt^cr gflw f fa*R>i 
TR-qfcmq ic*R> qrf^ 3 *ntag<?R qqR t 1 urtw ^orfsNt ^F?k (q<q i -st) K?f cfteR qfwr 3 q^m wr 1 1 
3H9)< u l 230 itcrS 3tk 50 yrMiqdt qRl fq^ci KR "77 ^5Ti oPTcTI't I 

^Ifjfci-l qfepf 



3h^t- 2: 37<^ui ^"qfeR qn qtfpn i 

<-ehci ^t ^rst ■ftpq i q itfprn wpr TfUppT qft «n?ft ^ i nrsd "^>1 it qn ^ 9 ^ 9 ) 

it^RTO w? q^T t 1 

3 MSFW i W 7 t cR 7 -qfq ^t ^tJt t I qi? 7 t tRT tM ^ %T? TJ/^t q^/q^ ^ 

fWq it tiqr qqi ^ 1 

3fq ^kqTcRK^T 3rtifqqq^t w} 36 qit^q-qRT (12) iwsrti TTferif ^t Tih ^ ^ irw wt 
t % Tfer ^ ^ qqm-q^ ^ 3m% ^4 ftfnqfdi ^it troi, fesn^r ^ 3^377 3?k 37ft Trot 3 faei 

3i^nlRd hT'Sci fqfiHt u i livTl qqi fiPifnci "3it ^<si<ni ^ ^7t it 3?t7 qoiqpR ^ dtci-l 3Hq»< u i it ifi "it 

100 fq. tit. 7t 2 m trt ^ u i” qn -% tRir 100 ^ 10,000 crt ^it i" -qrqm qmqn stcttir (tr) sfo 5 m qr 
srfii* ^ qn ^ fm 500 ^ 10,000 cRT qrt ^ i*q^rm qmR 3m7iR (tr) Tfe 50 f^r.m ^ 5000 m trt qft 

3rf?^Rq ^q<fT t 3ft7 “^” qH 1x10*, 2x10*RI 5x10*, it f, it SRlcqqr qi 1 J U I^T qj ^9 ^ 77qg^7 

f 1 

[qn. q. ^r^Tiq-2i( i99)/20io] 
it. qq. itftrR, tiiTRT, tifiRT qiq 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2011 

S.O. 3694, —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class -111) of Series “SAR" and with 
brand name “TYKHE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Tykhe 25, 2nd Main Road, 
Narupathunga Layout, Kothanur Main Road. J.P. Nagar, 7th Phase, Bangalore and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/10/278; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000kg and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 Model 



Figure 2- Sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. A typical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip sw itch has also been provided in A/D card/mother boaro 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act the Centra; 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and up to 5,000kg with 
number of verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for “e" value of 1 OOmg to 2i and with number of 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e* value of 5g or more md wilt , v-.-?!ue if 1*10^ 
2* 10 k or 5* 10\ k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured N «*» >, mar. .fact .w 

in accordance with the same principle, design and material 1 - win* which :K: n ? * 1e u 

manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21 (199)/2010) 
B. N. DIXIT, D'rector of Legal Metrology 







[ MFTII—3(ii)] 


SJTR^TTRPR : 1^*7 24,2011/4*3, 1933 
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3*1%#, 19fatF*7, 2011 

cFT.3TT. 3695.— W^K *5T, f4f% SlftRPTTt S37T 34 377^ f4£ R7 f4*T7 3% ^ RF 7THTRR f1 % 

3*<T xtffefl (3% ^ 1T^ SJTfft t^f) *R 4* *N *R*7 SlfaRm, 1976( 1976 *3 60) TOT *R 47 *N *R*T 

(■RT5#'^T SFpfeR) foFT, 1987 ^ 33*4 4 t 47F7T*R 4*71*31 t 1*r d’lMU 3F% 3T*f* 4 tft 3** "HfeR 
W%1 ^PflTT T^TT 47 t*f*TH 4474*4 4 3M^<W 4*T TRR efTRTl T^HT; 

3R:, 3R,441*777*fR,3** arf*f%*4 *m36 43**T7T (3) 473**171 (7) 47 3*-*17I (8) 474*73^5171 
*lf%4 ^T *4* ^ 7TIT 3T1F <£ %, 144,^ #1 *4*, T^fe TIFT ^ *T^, RR 7R 4%, f**<R?*7 ^RT f*ftfifcf 

**144*4-11 *% “Ff4m ”’^Rr4‘‘7^t*%rc M 44^**,f*7i4*Tas**3T* , WR , T ,, $, (f*4F*4'?7T4*?*R 
3*3 *T5R To **1 t) 4 t 1*4 4ti 4 ^4 tfe* *>**4, 1309-43 WT *R,*R44, 7R7*T*R,f%4-110006 5RT*T7*4 
Mu 14*1 t 47 f*4 f*f 3*3 TR 4/09/10/311 'TFTj^fifR 14*1 **! t, 3Fj4*3 Wl-^ *4 **4 t I 

3*fi 4r5R 73% *>% *T* t f*7T4t 3Tf**R3 7F*T$ 3 4137 $ cT«TT ^£RR *FT 1 f*4437 t f*7Rn 3*4* REsrr$ 41 
417^ 4 tci^ 1*6'Jtfd/ 1? I ^77*57 <J*4o 4l *14^ 4 14*1 '*j|dl ip ^51 4>-^ HR 41 rl*"°}l^ ^f**!***/ *1 °H e )5iR c b 

3 4 I 


3R|%-1 3feR 



3fr442-'4f%T *T**R 

7%* t* 4*7 4 *17* 4 WR 73F7 4 % I 47*14 3R7 3TR% 4 14^1*1 **T t l 

44 44* 7?7**7 3** Slfaft** 41 SRI 36 41 3*-*R[ (12) 5T7T 3RrT VTf*KPilf 3TT *4* *% ^ ^ "ETIwI 3?Rl 
t f^P 333 R5R ^ 3RJ?t?R ^ ^T W^-^R W 373% 3771 f^McR IRT 3771 feR, ^ 37577R sfft 3^fl 77T%t ^ f^RT^ 

3R 3R%f% RT5R J -PT feRT 33T it, 3771 *j73RT ^ M ¥l ^«TI%T 3717 <6l49kR ^ 73% %R 41 #1 

■ . % v_ 3 0 ■' 4137 77 5 4T3J v-3P t j 


[^T. TT. 3^7^-21(212)/2010] 
41. TR 411%, pf^f<6 ,14RRr TRT fatfM 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2011 

S.O. 3695. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity' with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and 
to render accurate service under varied conditions; . 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers’ conferred by the third proviso to sub-section (3) and sub-sections (7) 
and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of 
the model ofthe ‘Steel Tape Measure’, of Accuracy Class-II of series ‘HONGLfNG’ with Brand name ‘HONGL1NG’ (herein 
referred to as said Model), manufactured by M/s. Tuan Anh Co. Ltd, 144 LE Hong Phong, Street, Tam Thanh Ward Lang 
Son City, Vietnam and marketed in India by M/s. Khushi Trading Company, 1309-B3, 1 st Floor, Pan Mandi, Sadar Bazar, 
Delhi-11 0006 and which is assigned the approval mark 1ND/09/10/311 ; 

The said Model is a Steel tape measure of maximum length 3 m and smallest division is of 1 mm which is used for 
measurement of length. It is used for measurement of length where the use of rigid length measure is not convenient or 
practicable. -•* 

Figure-1 Model 



Figure-2—Sealing provision 

The verification stamp is given at the beginning of the Steel tape measure as show n in the figure above. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the steel tape measure of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series in the range of 0.5 m. to 5 m. manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 


[ F. No. WM-21 (212)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 








RKd 3R 24, 2011/xfa 3, 1933 
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19ftT?T^, 2011 

eFT.3R, 3696.—RRsCtR 3>1, fdfFF "STTfR^Rt glR 3^ qRJcf fWli FI fd^TR cfiH ^ qT3TRRF RRIRR Ft 'l<fl i? 

fa l^i fafa R Rffa RTFRI RR 3^RFIRmr SlfatWl, 1976(1976 RR 60) FRTRR RTR 

(jferf 3H 37fqfaO f=RRT, 1987 3t 393*1? ^ 3T^7 t 3?ft F* *fld ^ RRRHt t fa cRffcTR #1 3ft 373fa 3 «ft 33d RTFd 
3*TT«faT RdTR T^m qftfalfatf 3 3q*J3d RRT RFR 3RFT T^RT; 

3TcT:, 3m, <£^3 *R«BK,33d SffafaRTRft RR1 36 3ft 3R-RRT (3) 3^R 33-RRT (7) 3fa3q-3RT (8) M 9R?^ 
FRT 333 ?lfafa 3R RRRT 3RH fo; faR? 3133333 35Rqlfa3 12313?!, 3. 10, T7 ctN? 7, #T 205, #Rfat fa3 Tfa 

■&R73 4,3?^ 106, OTR ^RT faftffid 3R1«fa 3ft-II 3fa “faft *’ *‘j®cTT ^ “R3fa tq ^r” ^RTFd 3IT, I^Rfa 3RF 3R 
3TR “faq” t, (faft F**ft qT3R(33d ftted 31FT 331 f) ftft faft falft ^ft ff^T Wftt, 1309-3? 3, WT^, RH 
faft, TR7 sfMK, fterfl-110006 FRT RRcf ft fc^frcJ fadl - ^ 3?R faft 31^fai? 3fTI^ TJ^T ^t/09/10/312 f^RII 331 i?, 

aRffad RRFT-RR *nft 3Rcft t I 

33d tfeT T3fa fafa RTF t faRdft 3ftft3>dR 3R«fa 3 R?37 t dRT ^jdflR RRT 1 ffaftfttel t fa*H»| 3qfttq ?R3lf dft 
R?qft 3> fal* fad! 3fell ^ I 5R3R ifa 7 ! cRdTI? 3ft Rffift 3» fdH( f3>dT ‘^RcfT't' ^TFI 3>4 HR 3ft cRdlf 3T oddtffffa 3 

F? 1 


3M$fd-l RfeeT 



3Tt^F%- 2 —■r! fd6 RTRRPT 

T&fa tq ^3R ^ RRR R' RcRRR RCTR ^ ^ t ^Rlt% 37R7 3TR^f R tWRl RR11 I 

3flT^R^RR^3^3R^m^ RRI 36 R^3R-qRl (12) ^RIR^T Trf^PTf V^Pl fR RF RhsfRT SfRcft 
t^3^TTfef^313Rl<rH ^ W ^R1 U R^ ^ 3RRfd 3Rt tRfRRfdT ^ 3^ fR^m, f^\\^\ ^ 3^RR 3^R 3Rt ROTOt ^ f^RR 
33d 3RJRtf3d Rfed IRlRRH f3RH RRT "t, fqPiffid 3# ^ Ft R3T, x|2tt?%T 3fR >+,l4mciH ^ tq ^R Rt FfR 

f3R3ft ^ 0.5 Rte ^ 5 Rfe d®F t I 

[RR. R.F^\RR-21 (2121/2010] 
Rt. RR. Ftfam, -nq I^th 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2011 

S.O. 3696. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the preserved 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and 
to render accurate service under varied conditions;. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by the third proviso to sub-section (3) and sub-sections (7) 
and (8) of section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of 
the model ofthe ‘Steel Tape Measure’, of Accuracy Class-II of series ‘KING’ with Brand name ‘KING’ (herein referred to 
as said Model), manufactured by M/s. Topcraft Industrual Corporation, 12th Floor, No. 10, Alley 7, Lane 205, Zhong Xiao 
East Road, Section 4 Taipei 106, Taiwan and marketed in India by M/s.Khushi Trading Company, 1309-B3,1 st Floor, Pan 
Mandi, Sadar Bazar, Delhi-110006 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/312 ; 

The said Model is a Steel tape measure of maximum length 3m and smallest division is of 1 mm which is used for 
measurement of length. It is used for measurement of length where the use of rigid length measure is not convenient or 
practicable. 

Figure-1 Model 



Figure-2—Sealing provision 

The verification stamp is given at the beginning of the Steel tape measure as shown in the figure above. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 ofthe said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the steel tape measure of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series in the range of 0.5m to 5m manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 


[ F. No. WM-21 (212)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 



[TOII—3(ii)l 


TOTTTO : ftTOTC 24,2011/^k 3, 1933 
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19f*TOT, 2011 

^T.3TT. 3697.—7TOR ^T, f4%?T TTlfTOT# SKT 3f4 3J^?T 442 RT 4TOT qrtf 4 ^ TOTO 4 TO t f4 

t3rt 442 4'44?r (44 4 vi 33Tfrf?r 44’) 44 to wro aifafror, 1976 0976 qn 60) twig. 44TOqrro 

(TO4' ^T ST^tn^l) 4m, 1987 4 TOT 4 4 3T^q f 14 W i rdK TpfrT ^ 3n44 4 4tTOT4fe?T 

q®TT^1cil sTTT^ <,<2011 3^7 4ff4' : T mRR^Rt^T 4 4^TT <t> , (6l <^0l j 

3RT:, 3Tq, <£^4? 4K^H, TTOI STRlfi^iH 41 *071 36 41 TO-TOl (7) 44 qq-tTRT (8) gut h^ti ^T y<ji'l «t><d 

fq; 4s4 -?t5rt 4pr T57f^3f, 4q 4fro 4s, TOfr-qros, tot1-3064oi (M*n) ski 4r4rft?r TTK^rcr to4ctt (to4tt 
w\-w\) ^“ttr i-ior ,fl f^^ 3T^7^^%?r 3T^rgrf^ 4 ?r -<rww (2totoztsk) 44^q3, f4TOTO^qo 
TO“TO3T”t, (f44^’?TOqTOq;TOT4^TO7TOi) 3?K f44 ^TgJTOT f4?I STlf q-T ^4/09/10/237 *lR^4ld fTO 
■to ■f, 3T3*fa/i yKi u i-qq ^strV ^<4 i? i 

■tot 4fs^i q^r f^n to tor q>r to 4?t sroftcT 3 tot3t4rt 4?n <jto^ u i (2«id<iiH m«^k) ^ 1 5««hl srfrodM 
STTO 30 4fTO, 44 ^TO? TOT 100 TJT. t I fTOTH TOTO 3RTTO (3) 5lt I *fl4 ^ STR^T^ ^T t f^TTOT 
^m-'srf^m *4 TOcttoto wfw s^m^rn m t i TOm a^ofo ^t4s (to ^ Tt) k 4 4m q4m? TOtfSra tot t 1 
3 TOR* I 230 44=3 44 50 5^sf TOTOTf MTTT 4?3£T W R7 ^Tpf TOT t I 

TOffa-l: 4fe?T 


a ass • ni 

capacity : 30 Kg 
Accuracy . 5 gm 





: MFCi BY : 

S V.J VNA WliK.’IIIM,' INIHMKIES 
Main Mandia Koad. 

Pali. Marvrar (Raj.) 


3TO4T-2-4TTO 41 411441 TO4 ^T 4*RT«r£ ^RRJTR I 

tto 41 ^rst 4 44 3 3 ^ft <Efmt 11 ^ter ^ tfrmz to ^ to«t ^ tot 

^jpTTO "5FWR TTTO f^TT TO t I 

sfl"5<t 'ItRi^i'1 cRT «R^ "t i ^Tfrft cT^t ^ ^ Rm. V/z\ 'tn^Ai^T “4 Ism 

f^ 4t fro to "t i 

3^R -FTOT TO 3TRr)TOT -3TT *TKT 36 ^ ^T-TO (12) ^ TO TTfTOf ^ TOq ^ IR^Tf^fWTOt 

? 1% TOT 'RfSTrT ^ -3fg4r<;3 ^ TTRFm ^ 3TcpfcT TRt M=R#T ^RT ^ RT^fcT, ^ 3TgHR 3?R 377t TTOTT 4 f^RTO 

TOT 3Tg4rf^T RTScT ^TT f^RRt^T fTO TO t, f¥¥4cT ^f^TT ^ 44 FT 4^, TO^TTT aflT TORlcRT ^ TO3 TOTO 4t #t 

4t i f4.m 4 2 m to ^ “^” to ^ feq; 100 4 10,000 to ^ 4 toto toto 3 Tctto (q^) ^frr 5 tttto brt 4 

arfro to 500 4 10,000 TO^fft 4si4 totto toto 4 tot (q^r) 50 f^.m to ^ ?tot 

^t 4 t 4 r “i ” to ixio^, 2xio* 5xio*, t, 4t tocto qr ^fttcto T 5^ ^ qjfq ^ 7RTg?q 11 

[qq. 4. ^^Tnr-21 (152)/2010] 
4t. qq. fq^ror, fsrfTOi Riq 


4488 Gl/ll—6 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 201 i 

S.O. 3697. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of Series “S.I 101” and with 
brand name “SAJANA” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Sajana Weighing Industries, 
Main Mandia Road, Pali-Marwar, Pali-306 401 (Rajasthan) and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/l0/237; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table Top Type) with 
a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity' of 1 OOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing results. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 Model 



: MK. B\ 

V \. 5 Vv \ V 

Mam Manilla Kn-.nl. 

I’iilt, .Mirnjtr (H.lj.) 


Figure-2 —Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model. 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. Atypical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

A dip swith has also been provided in A/D card/mother board to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. with verification scale interval (n) 
in the range of 100 to 10,000 for V valueof Smg. to 2g. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500toI0,000 
tor *e'value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ valueof Ixl0 k ,2xl() k or5xl0 l ‘, wherek isa positive or negative whole number 
or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21 (152)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 



[RTR1I—3(ii)l 


RTCcf Rfl 7RRR : 24,201 l/*fa 3, 1933 
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19 2011 

^T.3JT. 3698.—R^tR RRFR RR,'fsrfsflRlfaRlHt IRT^ RRJfifR^R7fRRKRT^ RtRYRT^R?RRTRTRRR1 f fa 
■3W R' RfaR RT5?i (Rfa Rt R^ 3ffffa ^f) RT? 3?k R1R RFPF 3tfRf?RR, 1976(1976 RTt 60) TW! Rl? 3?ft RN RHR" 
(RTS#' Rfl Spjpfar) fap?, 1987 # TTR# # 3PJFR f alto |R RTR Rif RRPRT t fa WIRRfR Rtf 3p?fR 3 # RRR RfeeT 
RRPfa RRTR R#RT 3^7 fa^FT RftfwM 3 RR^qRT RRT KR RRRt TRRT; 

arci:, ara, ir^m rtrik,?r?t arfatw?Rn rtr 36#?R-qTCT ( 7 ) (8) sir rrr srfafa' rtt wi rtr! 

^ ^ 7 # rrrt «^tt 3r r%rt fm, RT#-RKRrs, rj#-306401 (rrtrh) rtr fafaftd r*rr rrt?# (R«n«fa 

R’f-III) R# “RR. 1-102 " s fsTcTl # 3TRJR7 7JRR Rfar #RR ?WFT (#?wf ?T5R) # RTSPT RTT, farfa RFS 

RH RTR “TO” $, (faR 5RR 5*fa TTRT^^RR RTSPT R^T RRT t) 3fp M 3T^R fa§! 3# RR #/09/10/238 RF$f#T 
faRT RRT t, 3TRRfat WR-RR RJlft RFTt $ I 

d'ffl MT^S cri RRT f^TSRT ifaift. RiT RTC R?T 3R£| 1 Rfl STTR^rf#! RfpTR RRRTFT (FT'cRFR' ?[$9) ^ I 5R# SlfR^iRR 
SrTRR! 1000 fa.RT. 3^T ^RRR tfRRl 4 fa.RT. t 1 RcRTRR H'lMMH 3TRTTTR (^) 200 TIT. t l 5R^ TRT 
smfocjpR ^far i faRRR Tm-'nfipfm wraEPrciwR? vrftcr 3 RRRg?rc rrtr i 1 rrrr jwisfa sfas (t^ i #) rr?t r)pr 
Rrtr ^ffrcT rtrtt 11 230 50 f^r »rra R^ct w r: ^rt t 1 

3TTfft-l 


CLASS - IK 


•'«> 



SAJANA WKIC.H 1 NO INDUSTRIE 
Main Mandia Road, 

Pali, Marwar(Raj.> 



3TT^ft-2-RfeR Rt Rtf^R ^1 WW ^PRR i 

Rf ^f ^ hHci'I qi9< f^i^>ic^ ®FT 715? RT5^ ^ ^lfci 4 i ^>f ^!cf) ^ i m)m ^ RT^ ^-5 "^7 

■% ^ 3?l7 tfc W ^f R Rtf^R RPR fRRHPT RRRtpT ^ ^ffel RU t I Rfec? R! RfeTR< RR? ^ RRR 

RH PR Wff ’rNrTO TIRJR ftRT RTT t 1 

<fH«M u l ^f RTFff RR> R^R R>f ^ ' ^5<1 RR R^R Rt TtRPl Rl f^RT TT/^t RR^/RR7 Rl^ R f5R 

fRTR RtfRRTRRlt I 

3^^^ RTRR ?RR RfRfRR RTf RTR 36 Rf R3-RPT (12) ^TTTRRR RlfRRRt' RT RRPT RT?f RF RTRRT RRt 
^ fR> d«Kl hTS^I ST^RtRR §R RRPR-RR ^ Sppf? cTRf fqfiRtdl SI71 ?Rf fVl^lfl, "fe^TT^R 3P5RP Rp! '3Rt RRRf "711RTRR 
?RR «3Mfcd ifel RR farfRRW fRRT RRT t, pSlfdftd ?Rf «TW RRT, R«R«fRI sfk RipfRTPH ^ efteH RRRRRt Rt #t 

Rff 5 RT. RT ?R^ 3 TTrR? ^ 4 '3” RH ^ fpH? 500 3 10,000 RRT Rff 3 RrRIRH RIRRIR StcRIPt (RR) 7#?T 50 fRt.RT. R 
5000fR?.m 7R»R»t 3lfR5RTR ^RcTTRI^f 3fk“4''RH 1x10^,2x10^ , 5x10 * ^ f, Rf RRlcReF RT ^TTcM^ ^prfe RT 
^ RH3<rR t I 

[R>T. R. ^^RR-21(152)/2010 1 
Rf. rr. itfm, fR^?RFr. Mm: rtr Irrh 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2011 

S.O. 3698.-— Whereas the Centra! Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said mode! is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and 
to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type ) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class -III) of Series “S.1102” and with 
brand name “SAJANA” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Sajana Weighing Industries, 
Main Mandia Road, Pali-Marwar, Pali-306 401 (Rajasthan) and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/238; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of 4 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing results. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



SAJANA WEIGHING INDUSTRIES 
Main Mandia Road, 

Pali, Mirw»r (Raj.) 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done on the right side/back side of the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The 
seal is connected by whole in base plate and top cover of display, then seal wire is passed through these two holes attached 
with seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 5000kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for V value of 5g. or more and with V valueof Ixl0 k ,2xl0 k 
or 5xl0 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 


[ F. No. WM-21 (152)/2G 10] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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(srr7Hto tptce s$rt) 

T3fa^,30 W5R, 2011 

TTT.3TT. 3699.—TTCflfa THTT TZjTt (OT^R) faf-PTM, 1988 ^ fafWT 4 ^ Tl-fafaVT (5 ) ~£ 3FJHFF 3 TTTflfa TFFS 

«^JTt Rcl^&Ui STftrcjf^rci TTTcJT ^ fa> faR cil5^Vi' Ti HUT 333^t FF 7? 3 T>7 faF FT,!? :~ 




9bR 

RTSTYf 

Ffajfa ^ TTt 61l$dFFKt TF FTF Tfa 9FT 

FTFTfa FFfTT TIT SlW*> 

91T1U/ FFT/73*5/ 

F. 

TFsTT 

fafF/TF/FTF 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) (4) 

(5) 

(6) 

1. 

3774072 

17-11-2011 Tf^F 

sfa FRTF FFtFFt ^ 

FT FT 3854 : 1997 



*RFFF. 47, TOI W, 




3T7FR 

YteF. 10, FtcforR FF7F. 1, 

^9Tcf- FfFrr, 

^-400 104 

2. 3776884 23-11-2011 fa^Teft ^ 3FWf ^ fcFT, FT FT 2148 : 2004 

$HKci R, Tfa F.65/1, fad* FTfRF, WTciTFS 3TTTF4 
Fl^TT "9151 , 

«rr% -401201 


[U 9. fa./13:11] 
FF. Ft. 7TF, '%rfFT7 ‘W’ Trg 'ggqg (T37=T F^-lll) 


(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 30th November, 2011 

S.O. 3699.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of Regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given 
below in the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

Licence 

No. 

Grant Date 

Name and Address 
(factory) of the Party 

Product 

IS No./Part/ 

Sec. /Year 

(1) 

—£) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

1. 

3774072 

17-11-2011 

Krishna Industries, 

Block No. 47,1st Floor, 

Near Arman Shoppi, 

Switches for domestic 
and similar purposes 

IS 3854: 1997 


RoadNo. 10, MotilalNagarNo.l 
Goregaon (West) 

Mumbai- 400 104 
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(Q (2) _(3)_(9_ VI _ (6) 

2. 3776884 23-11-2011 Remi Elektrotechnik Limited, Flameproof Eric losures IS 2148; 2004 

Building A, Survey No. 65/1, for electrical apparatus 

Village Waliv, Naik Pada, 

Vasai (East) 

Thane-401208 


[No. CMD/13:11] 
S. B. RAY, Scientist ‘F’& Head (MDM-III) 

2011 

3TT. 3700—TOfa W fTO, 1987 ^ fWT 7 ^ Tq-lTO (1 ) <£ (33)^ TOk 

^ ^TcTT I far fa^ rfa (^f) 3 t^RT Wfafa f 




set n yyrtfiw TOk top 
wm afo-afa 

tofft qrf 3tk 1%f«T 

fafa 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. ^ 3 196 (TO ) : 2006 3TO ^ TOlfa 

^ iFTR 5 FttcR 3Tto RR SfTRcTt TO! 

TO9 chr44 ft-Mld fit [cist 

to i; %frot % ^ farfro ^ 

fTOlv (nT^cji -rppfaFJ) 

TOfaTO. 5, W37 2011 

1 faTOR 2011 

2. 3TT i 7285 (TO 2) : 2004 far* 3 ^ RT 

Rfa Tl%cT IF7FT ^ faffR£7 
faftlfalTO2: llOOTOfa (112 

FTO) ^ TO TOR ETTO TOl q£ 

sfa tq* 

TOpFi T 3, W3T 2011 

1 faTOR 2011 


^ ^ Trtcpn ^TTTcfr^ tof ■ 5 ^ 1 , tof to, 9 , w -end, -*$ faFeft-i10002, toW: 

^ faFcft, TOFTOT, d^TT 7TR§T '«6WfclflT : SliW.HK, fcfa, TOR, ffifaggR , ^TWTSt, 

l«MK, WJT TO 1 ^, TOfC TOT, Tjo) <T*?I %^cfT-cU^9 4 fasfa #tj ThcE*} f ) 


tr. fa^faft, ‘f, fairer (TOrr 

New Delhi, the 2nd December, 2011 

S. O. 3700.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (l)of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed has been issued 

SCHEDULE 


SI.No. 

No. & Year of the 

Indian Standards 

No. and Year of 
the amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall have 
effect 

O) 

(2) 

(3) 

(i) 

1. 

IS 3196 (Part 1): 2006 Welded Low Carbon 
Steel Cylinders exceeding 5 Litre Water 
Capacity for Low Pressure Liquefiable 

Gases Part 1 Cylinders For Liquefied 

Petroleum Gases (LPG) - Specification 
(Fifth revision) 

Amendment No. 5, November 2011 

1 December, 2011 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

2. 

IS 7285 (Part 2): 2004 Refillable Seamless 

Steel Gas Cylinders— Specification 

Part 2 Quenched and Tempred Steel 

Cylinders With Tensile Strength Less Than 

1100 MPa (112 kgf/mm 2 ) (Third revision) 

Amendment No. 3, November 2011 

1 December, 2011 

Copy of these amendments are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 
9, Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-1100 02 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: MED/G-2:1] 

J.A. SIDD1QU1, Scientist ‘E’ (Machanical Engineering) 

5 fcwt, 2011 

^T.3?T. 3701 —*TOfq ^Tf f=m, 1987 $ 7 4 ^qfWJ (1) ■£ 79S (79) ^ 3 *TR7Tta PTO 

®*j/t tR^iTi ■qrRi i? f9r f^H ^Kulq 'riRqjf qf f^«=R u i iW ^ Rdi nqi i> ^ 7$7ifqtt Tpf ^ *.- 

sFP 77. 

^nfaci ’RiRfq ■mr^ (^f) 

9ft W7T, ?rf 3^ 

l *TRcfrq "pprqr giti 

3lfa3ifad iTFfqr 

3TO3T w^i, Tfa ^ 

^ WIT 37ft ^ 

TSTlfalftfa 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1- 

3TT i T£T 8516 : 2011 TTTP#- 

T^TRT^t TTPTTft 3 ^FT f^f-3TWq Tl'mi 
m 9FTT - Ttfim c^m\ 


5-12-2011 

2. 

371^ 9947 : 2011 tfa T?TT 3 ugw 

WSt- 37^87(^7?) X[pi 
qfrmf-RT RRT ^ Tfft M'4^41 (dlRTT 

5-12-2011 

3. 

37 Ji tr^T 12747 (mn 1 ) : 2011 7f*R ^ 

%t7 TPT37T qrar TTTRlft ^TFT I 3^t 7TP7FT 

sftwl ^#8jpn) 


5-12-2011 

4. 

arrf i 77t 60371-3-1 : 2006 3T¥R7 

3TT*Tffar ^TpM TTTOTT WTlfe-^TFI 3: 

Q,=6"H TTJWl 9ff yits 1 

37l| TT^t 9299 (’TPl 

3/3T5*7PT 1) : 1979 

5-12-2011 


TqrPpT^ 37R -Hindi 




• qKcf l q qi- r yf qfl^sfa STTOlfaT7F9T'S^ ( 77PT9T *PR, 9,q^T^ W ^PF'PFf,^fee'll0002, <*i<4ta4f: 

^ '<^cTq7Tcn, 4=rf, <wr ?rn9T ^rafcraf : ^qit>i<3, 

f<w^, ^tjt, -^rHJl, HFT^., WIT, ^ cl*7T ^ 3W**7 f I 


[tM :-^02/Ht-36,^-40,^-46,^-125] 
3TTT. ~$>. "^R, ^ * "9^ 5PJT9 (7T9Rt9>f) 
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New Delhi, the 5th December, 2011 

S. O. 3701. —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
it is hereby notified that these Indian Standards, particulars of which are mentioned in the Schedule give hereafter, have 
been cancelled and stand withdrawn :— 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. and year of the Indian 

Standards Established 

No. and Year of Indian 
Standards, if any, 

Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 8516:2011 Electrical insulating materials- 
Determination of electrolytic corrosion caused 
by insulating materials -Test methods 
(First Revision) 


5-12-2011 

2 

IS 9947:2011 Electrical insulating materials 
used under severe ambient conditions- Test 
methods for evaluating resistance to tracking 
and erosion (First Revision) 


5-12-2011 

3. 

IS 12747 (Parti): 2011 Combined flexible 
materials for electrical insulation- Part 1: 
Definitions and general requirements 
(First Revision) 


5-12-2011 

4. 

IS /IEC 60371-3-1:2006 Specification for 
insulating materials based on mica -Part 3 : 
Specifications for individual materials -Sheet 

1: Commutator separators and materials 

IS 9299 (Part 3/Sec I); 1979 
Insulating materials based on 
built-up mica or treated mica 
paper; Part 3 Specifications 
for individual materials. 

Section 1 Rigid mica material 
for commutator separators 

5-12-2011 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 
9, Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref :ET 02yT-36, T-40, T-46 & T-125] 
R. K. TREHAN, Scientist ‘E 1 & Head (Electrotchnical) 

3GT.3?T. 3702.—RTtrffa RTO 1988 ^ 4 5 ^ ST^TtTT t)' iTRcfN rtFW 

TI^SRT 3Tf«Rjfa<T t ^ 31 3 t, ^ ^ ftTT f : — 




[*TFTII —Wrz 3(ii)] RKtr^T^qq : f^FT^T 24, 2011/^ 3, 1933 9323 



qrq 

7i 

TOTT 

qitIM*?, 

M/w 

Ri^RWRlqn 

RFT qf qcTT 

qRcfrq 
qiqqr qn 

qi. RT. 

TT^IT 

qm 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1 . 

3619767 

1-4-2010 



14543 

- 

- 

2004 


75/ohr^ ftqra, 

R3T *7TS7, 

RWRT Tfe, 

•^-395007 

Z 3620146 1-4-2010 TO q*q, 8034 - - 2002 

182 , TR^l V&Z, Tprncf 
^ RTS, 
f*7cT R’’ TlFRf^, 

<41^R*K Tfe, R^hST, 

3TFTOK-380025 


3. 3620247 5-4-2010 


4. 3621350 7-4-2010 


^TTTf T ft(TT ^£7 RT^q qqtf, 
4'iitrl Ri mW, 

■emsite, 3RRq-388540 

^5(Hcl 5 Tj|P1mR. , I Tft^TR^ 
T^RRT; 658/2, 

1,7T $*%} §'sf*^<R 
TsfTI^ 4Hdi sFTfTF! TT5, 

irm ^qte, 


«hw'«3hfsbfre 458 
qrfqq faq rt«n 
tqqR^tTRwWl 

qrm 9020 


2003 


2002 


%STRT-384315 


5. 3621855 12-4-2010 Wl Rl. wf R«71 W»f *0^1417 - - 1999 

16 , MUfem ^TTRT, qqffipfeg ^ 3 TT^I fVM+lO- 

^cf qtq ^ qw, ■qt Tte, qs 

6. 3622453 12-4-2010 f#?Fgqq ^RTlcTTR RftRTl, cT«4T Vtt qigatf 1417 - - 1999 


<m?nqU ^ WT#, 
qiqq, 

7. 3623455 15-4-2010 ^777* 71^*37 R$R7f, 

■ql 82, RTTR 
qqq7 ^ qrq, 
ttztm RTRRT, 

7£R-395004 

8. 3623556 16-4-2010 ^ Sifow 

74, 3Tl#^q7Tfe, 

q>M qsq ^ qra, 
q> qre, 

RTteT Tfe, 
3T^iq(^-382325 


^ arrqqR fyRwrff- 

■^SRI q* qSWT 

^cfof q?q7^f VT^3Tf 1417 - - 1999 

^ aq^qqr tvreoqift- 
q* 

qtq^7- 8074 - - 2002 


4 Am Gt/rt—7 
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0) (2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) (7) (8) (9) 


9. 3623657 16-4-2010 


10. 


12 . 


3623758 19-4-2010 


11. 3625661 27-4-2010 


3625762 27-4-2010 


3625863 27-4-2010 


14. 3627665 28-4-2010 


14411 


THRf&rcT mAz 8034 

rt t rtr, ^rfr^T 3?rrm Tte, 

Tfe an ^ H <T«IT^-382330 
~AAz Am TT«rr 
m faffe, 

63, 3iraf, spfsR 

w\, T<5lWfa, 

3RSR ffc, 

WR^K-380009 
W 'ffT m 

Weft RfW, T T^iT TlpFT ^£7, $ aTT^T-IVIrM+l^ 
TWT, -'^T. TH-395006 TJ^cTT ^ 

Am SOW-!, fteeT %ffe, 

L^iRMRIT-H 

Rfo A; rrt, RFrcft urra tt§, 

"xjtPuR #!1 Tfe, 

37STOK-380015 
■^TTTt yd»icbdl, 

6 ,. f?!R 3TTSTC 
ofWt frRRT, 777TT, 

37TW-388401 


Wf 7W1 Wf mgsff 1417 


^3311417 

A: 


4[»£d! RR 


rRTT rM TfR-m 1417 

A 


^cTT R? 7I°KH 


50/R, A 3TT# A 7ft 

4R#f WTWeT-389330 


^cTrf'«RR -^Hf-MTl? 2567 


- 2002 


- 1996 


- 1999 


- 1999 


1999 


- 1978 


[R. #7^/13:11 ] 

A A. rwi, <rai 

New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

S.O. 3702.—In pi uvjance of sub-regulation (5) of the Regulation 4 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations 1988. >jf the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
the following schedule :— 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licences 

No. 

Grant Date 

Name and 

Address of 
the Party 

Title of the 

Standard 

IS No. 

Part 

Sec. 

Year 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1. 

3619767 

M-2010 

Visat Beverages, 

75/Ram Hadpati Nivas, 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543 

- 

- 

2004 


Nava Bhatar, Udhana, 
Magda!la Road. 

Surat-395007 


[ II —wrz 3(ii)] 


vrror TNm : 24,201 ipjW 3 ,1933 


9325 


0 ) ( 2 ) 

2 3620146 


3. 3620247 


4. 3621350 


5. 3621855 


6. 3622453 

7. 3623455 


8. 3623556 


9. 3623657 


( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

(7) (8) 

( 9 ) 

14-2010 

Nasa Pumps, 

182, Ramnesh Estate, 

Submersible 

pumpsets 

8034 

- 

2002 


Nr. Gujarat Metal Box, 

Opp. Madhusudan 
Textile Mill, Bapunagar 
Road, Naroda, 

Ahmedabad-3 80025 

54-2010 Gita Hume Pipes Works, Precast Concrete 458 - - 2003 

Near Canal Vaghwala, Pipes (with and 

Vasad Road, Borsad, without 

Anand-388540 Reinforcement) 

74-2010 National Engineering. Power Threshers 9020 - - 2002 

Company, 

Survey No. 658/2, l, 

Rajendra Industrial 
Estate, Kheralu-umta 
Crossing Road, Behind 
Matel Hotel, 

Mehsana-384315 

124-2010 Silver Palace P. Ltd., 

16, Mardia Plaza, 

Nr. Associated Petrol 
Pump, CG Road, 

Ahmedabad. 

124-2010 Harishkumar Jayantilal Gold and gold 1417 - - 1999 

Choksi, alloys, Jewellery/ 

Opp Rajnshapir, artefacts—fineness 

Padra, Vadodara and marking - 

154-2010 Rameshwar Jewellers, Gold and gold 1417 - - 1999 

B-82, Paras Society, alloys. Jewellery/ 

Nr. Jain Daherasar, artefacts—fineness 

Katar Gam Darwaja. and marking 

Surat-395004 

164-2010 Amita Pumps, Submersible 8034 - - 2002 

74, Ashirwad Estate, pumpsets 

Near Forge And Blower, 

Opp. Fruit Market, 

Naroda Road, 

Ahmedabad-382325 

164-2010 Mahavir Industries. 

PlotNo.517, Nr. 

Naroda, GE.B., 

Naroda Dehagam Road, 

Naroda, Ahmedabad- 
382330 


Submersible 8034 

pumpsets 


Gold and gold 1417 
alloys, Jewellery/ 
artefacts—fineness 
and marking 
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0 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) 


( 5 ) 


(6) (7) (8) (9) 


3623758 

194-2010 

Chemet Wets and Flows, 

Pvt. Ltd., D-63 Silver Arc, 
Kavin Nanalal Marg, 
Ellisbridge, Ashram Road, 
Ahmedabad-380009 

Deltamethrin F 

3625661 

274-2010 

Shree Hari Om Patel 

Jewellers, 

First Floor, B, 

Rachna Shopping Center, 
Kapodra, Varachha, 
Surat-395006 

Gold and gold 
alloys, Jewellery 
artefacts—fineness 
and marking 

3625762 

274-2010 

Reliance Retail Ltd., 

Reliance Jewels, 

Nr. Swaminarayan Temple, 
Mansi Cross Road, 

Judges Bungalow Road, 

Gold and gold 
alloys, Jewellery 
artefacts-fineness 
and marking - 



Vastrapur, Ahmedabad-3 80015 


1996 


1999 


1999 


13 . 3625863 27-4-2010 


14. 3627665 284-2010 


Suvamakala, 

UG 6, Shivashraya Complex, 
Laxmi Cinema, Char Rasta, 
Anand-388401 

Devidaval (Sales) Ltd, 

50/A, GIDC Kalol, 

Industrial Estate, 

Deroi, Kalol, Panchmahal- 
389330 


Gold and gold 1417 
alloys, Jewellery 
artefacts—fineness 
and marking 

Malathion Emulsifiable 2567 
Concentrates 


1999 


1978 


[No.CMD/13 ill] 
T. B. NARAYANAN, Scientist-F & Head 


9 2011 

W.3TT. 3703.—REEF (JRPW) fafm, 1988 ^ 5 it (6) $ 4 

TO ' 5 $ 3Tt4^f^T t % iTOT fTOOE TOl ETT^f#' ^ 3TT0 ^ 4 ^ f^TT 

W t 




sF. 

4. 


HE? 

n -m 

^ 3iKPfci 

_ _ . . <v- - _ _ L - 

MIWJ HREF H>T Vnw 

qR7^ ^ fflfa 

(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

l. 

7516474 

tT^TR T^TTrrffFRT, 

RETSTH), TOTTEN 3 9600) 

14543:2004 

1-4-2010 




^1. HTTETTO, 

[7T. 4lRR^/I3:33] 

^(Pl'tv-TnF Tf^n 'SFf® 






[WH-^ 3(ii)] 
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New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

S.O.3703.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each :— 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

Licence 

No. 

CM/L 

Name and Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled 

Date of 
Cancellation 

0) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

1 . 

7516474 

M/s. Essar Enterprises, 

Near Kalpana Weigh Bridge, 

Packaged Drinking Water 

IS:14543:2004 

14-2010 


Pi!uFalia,NHNo. 8. 

Dhamdachi, 

Valsad -396 001 ____ 

[No. CMD/13:13) 
T. B. NARAYANAN, Scientist F& Head 

it 9 2011 


3704.—'9TCffa RTW (TfCfptR) frffrRR, 1988 $ UflW 4 $ 5 $ UlU 

q^gm f % fr3R irntmi ^ ^ f, 3 ^ l^tr f 

3 ^ 


sfT*J 

U 

wm 

M/m 


imm 

w: 

m m 

4tsUI 

*n*7 

373- ^ 

(O 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) (9) 

l 

3627261 

4-5-2010 

,-f 1 r* *n 

TO ra^t^rcr, 

■tew 

14543 

- 

- 2004 




RdTS ’ ? f«Ri 25, sBR Wsdl 








512-tr^t, 








_n —^ i*v _ a. 5 








RFI HR, ¥l^l«il, 













l 

3627968 

5-5-2010 


wf cfgtT wf mgatf 1417 

- 

1999 




wq-3 qftsrtk sran® ^ 

IWFFTCt- 






tt 

TT# 






*RR, ■ar^Rt-390001 





3. 

3628061 

5-5-2010 

.A f -i A . r\ r r~ \ 

HFTH Wnl THTRc^, 

Wf eT«TT 1417 

- 

- 1999 




111, ffr tsff Tfgi, 

$ f^lcWd - 






3TSWTV380009 

?£S?n jgi gsfrcR 



4. 

3628364 

5-5-2010 


w A ?ron*n>f «ngaif 1417 

- 

- 1999 




WT3F1 l&R 14 , ffS, 

is m^rnt f^mnn - 






^RK-396191 

^ gso “cr 
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3628465 5-5-2010 


3628768 5-5-2010 


3628263 6-5-2010 


3628869 6-5-2010 


3630654 6-5-2010 


3628667 7-5-2010 


3629871 14-5-2010 


3631353 17-5-2010 


3630755 19-5-2010 


cTOTTetf Sffijaft' 1417 
^ %rT^T0- 

ld<i^*Tf74 ^TTcf^l 15227 


Tspft qigatf 1417 

^ 377'^ %c*m7t - 

fesRfc T^RTrf 14543 


•‘si r , _ _ t 

h 3777 'jfqFI'H, 

139, 7Tt3(T3<ft, 

■^TFTFf TtS) 

W 

fei ct^tt ww m 
129/77t/2, 

■3ft 3TTf ^ 7ft Tt^2 , 

3)cfMV<f7, *77^1 

nTTTf 

| TT^T 6, Wfft <600(3 <6H, 

^*770 3^3537 

ft™, 37^R<NK-380052 

43l3? 9vg cT®4T 

32, SRTfcft, 

WT5T «U«TT 375) 

33j37 0177, 3J771 


Tfe, ^ ^ OT3I, 
3tel, 3TP7TRK 

<* - _ _ _ — r~— r~~i \ _ 

3f7T77 033RT3 h^TT Ictms, 
o^rc 342 77 7T*n *ft, 
3RR3ft/l/515 <7*71 516, 

3nf 'St "7ft 3fts^, 376^51^15 

TT^ir^ jrr\ TIT. 

1, 2, 3, RI3^ mt7, 

OMK faftr-SO, 3ERlf71 OT3> 

^ Fimft, $ 

0177, fcWTCT 0137 ^ 37m, 
073F£7, 3T^KRK ~380052 


0T£I3T, 07T7 

^^007 920, 4 O^T, 3717 37T7 0^77 
^ 37m, 73ft 37Tf Tl3ft, 

OTOt, 03777K-396195 

^773f $ft 37^n ^^N3i, 3^f <7*71 3^ft 0133 ft' 1417 

N^RKcfT^, ORT7, ^ STT^jft fyi^o-ift- 

OfeOR, fefm?- 3 87001 0^ '5?3fm 


mrte 


Tftxftt 77 72)37 f7Tc£77 13983 


7o4 <7*71 TZpft 0133 ft 1417 
$ 37T^m 
?fS<7T oft ^71^4 





[41411-73^ 3(H)] 


•RTTcT 451 71454 : 147R47 24,2011/4W 3, 1933 
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(7) (8) (9) 


3630856 19-5-2010 


3630957 19-5-2010 


3631050 19-5-2010 


3631252 20-5-2010 


7M 4*W<rlR'l 4*4 
74714^617$, 

6/1280 <KUK1« #1, 

5T595T5, 54747? 396 445 

WR 4!T7Hi 44417?, 

3445 5J47 ^ 745%, 

5#FT7 ^44 7%?PT, 

380008 

^ . C _ pL\ _, p p \ 

5717? T74T471 ?7d4 MR«, 
f?4i45 

5% ^ 5T7T, 5147% 353T ffe, 
4f47T 4441 Tfe, 47415? 
3T?'J444T5 380015 

%7R? 4?7 %54?4n4? 5T 
43??47 4)^1^, 57i it ?T5 fte, 
5rr5te 4fa ■% Trra ) 

3T?55T4K 382405 

%717f 4414 fafa£$5, 

7^447 447 588,4T4 7??*ttgl, 
517114#, 4^4 391776 


3632153 21-5-2010 %717? TpRRT IlforqT f57??4 

M*&S, 

455, 4575 Tfe 414 74%3t, 
cilrt^l 4><rlY<rl, 414^0R 
382721 

3633054 25-5-2010 575? 4441W 04<Sn^ 

^4151. fdfM&S, 

704/71? 4>7T 4, 4? 34^ # 71? 
R75fe,57t5T 31?5^141^ 

3633256 25-5-2010 %737f 7451^ 441 74>l&ll4f 

7%5 447 7T? 1 #-2513 441 
4? 2512, # 34^# 71? 
31##?57, 41^4 393002 

3633458 25-5-2010 749^ 4*4 749#fl# 


74*f 5*4 74*? * 453 % 1417 

# 34^P4f ^ 1 ^ 45 # 

^J54I 44 gf7I4R 

74*f 4*4 74*f 415# 1417 

# 3IPJTOf ftTFRFTft 

?fS4r 44 5?7T4R 

4# 4*4 44$ 4153lf 2112 

# 34^44? fSlr'RSTT? 

?p55T 44 gnf44T 


44474 14543 


- 1999 


3631757 20-5-2010 


%4R5lf4 5175?1#1, 7903 

45 5414 iblfTT# 
T lt4Tf*l(rft'l 4? 49 
9?4f?9? 

4^44^ 444 crl 14543 


- 1999 


Mhr^4 347, 2558 

’-h-s 45 


71695 
475 *)-s 


#5947 71? 1 41-2513 4*4 
4? 2512,4? 34^5? 7 ft 
3T95#?47, W 393002 



9330 

(0_ 

23. 
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( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


( 5 ) 


( 6 ) 


0) (8) (9) 


24. 


25. 


26. 


28. 


29. 


30. 


31. 


3633155 25-5-2010 4?T7f 799^ TOI&TM? 

fl5 997 73t 1 9t-2513 cr«lT 
9t 2512, 

917^ 393002 


TOTfarro, 

9i5 55 


2923 


- 1995 


3633357 25-5-2010 


3633559 25-5-2010 


3636060 28-5-2010 


27. 3635866 28-5-2010 


3635260 28-5-2010 


3635361 12-5-2010 


3635159 28-5-2010 


3636161 26-5-2010 


•$77^79^ 993 39>lftfT& 
9t592, 

7\5 997 73t 1 9t-25l3 9*73 
2512, ^ OTf -fnft 
37991593, W9 393002 


5t2, 

9IVfl9T 77T73T?2t 9^ 9177, 
TH-TSfV tf[<3 Tt5, 3lfi9, 
382 480 


95 T5 


1694 


- 1994 


799f cT9T 79*f VT^3Tf 1417 
^ 30^Wf %799rf) 

5J£9T T^’ ^7199 


fow|«r<3 A-Tdcri 14543 


- 1999 


■^TTTf 9?5 fq93<n> 

W 997 255, ^331^^, 

9T29 384 151 

A 37 *3 fdT^fa 975 cT^IT ^qc 1^999 

95T 7t5, <9m7u»3, 

faWcfl, 

9977T3t 396040 


14543 


- 2004 


2004 


■fcrtf 9#57 557^9, 

9r)fd iql 262, 9t 9| 99 
T9 f517399 T^, 37t59 
375R5I99 382 415 

fafM&S, 

^912 997 402 71 404 99T 
452 3 454, 9l 3TT 9TTl5t, 
77HT, 375991915 

■^99 959 557^5I, 

993 997 262, 9T 9t T9 
T915f^T91T^> ^59 
3T595T9T5 382 415 


TU2 39T 153,75ft 3T^5t9t, 
379759, 5T1779 396171 


14151 


8944 


779719193 91^9 
9T2 2 99t9T 979915 
9l9f9rrff d MIS>M 

9#<HTK197W 

59931739)79991 

977T|2 


9T9t«J9l9 4984 
9T|9 993 9T^97T 
9T27 7T99T| 


1999 


1978 


1995 


T^t9l999 975927 
907 3319355 ^T73- 
199H 97973 93^ 2 
T^jftfOTT 9)5927, 


398 


1996 


^%3T7735 




[«Frn—3(ii)] sTRcT^TTT^m : 24,2011/4^ 3, 1933 9331 


0) 

(2) 

0) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) (9) 

32. 

3636262 

26-5-2010 

*4 -T _r> ... _ _A _ p ) 

TTOm TcTTMeS, 


398 

1 - 19% 




WH5R 153, ^ 







sfsrm, 396171 

f*T7H ^ 2 







•Qcjfafm <*f<5*£7. 

















33. 

3636363 

26-5-2010 








I53,^rt3n^*ft, 







396171 








tr^jfafTTR 







*Wl<Ww WlN 










34. 

3636565 

26-5-2010 

Tl^T T^sn^, 


14543 

- 2004 


338, 

^ t rra, tzz cT«n nte 

cir^^i ^frfcrrat, tjts 395005 


[V, -<3:113 

Zf 4KN«M, M,9> TTcf **jv7 


New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

S.O. 3704.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
the following schedule :— 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licences 

No. 

Grant Date 

Name and 

Address of 
the Party 

Title of the 

Standard 

IS No. 

Part Sec. 

Year 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) 

(9) 

1. 

3627261 

4-5-2010 

H.V. Beverages, 

Plot No. 25, S.No.512-A,Paiki, 
B/H Mahavir Steel Factory, 
Village Kharach Via Kosamba 
Bharuch 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543 


2004 

2. 

. 3627968 

5-5-2010 

Pattankar jewellers, 

Shop-3 Opp Manekrao 
Akhada, 

Parshwa Av. Dandia Bazar, 
Vadodara 390001 

Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-fineness 
and marking 

1417 


1999 

3. 

3628061 

5-5-2010 

Pahini jewellery Ltd., 

11 l,Shilp Building, 

C.G. Road, Ahmedabad 
380009 

Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-fineness 
and marking 

1417 


1999 

4. 

3628364 

5-5-2010 

Raj jewellers, 

House No. 14, 

Hanuman Road, Valsad 

3% 191 

Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-fineness 
and marking 

1417 


1999 


4488 Gl/11—8 
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5. 3628465 

6 . 3628768 

7. 3628263 

8 . 3628869 

9. 3630654 

10. 3628667 

11. 3629871 

12. 3631353 

13. 3630755 

14. 3630856 

15. 3630957 

16. 3631050 


5-5-2010 

Pushparaj jewellers 

139 Amipark Society, 

Punagam Road, 

Kargil Chawk, Surat 

Gold and Gold 1417 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 
artefacts-fineness 
and marking 

5-5-2010 

Chemet Wets & Flows Pvt Ltd. Deltamelhrin ULV 15227 

PlotNo.129/C72, GIDC Estate, 

Ankleshwar, 2 Bharuch-393002 

6-5-2010 

Vinod jew'ellers 

EL-6 Maruti Complex, 
Subhash Chowk, Gurukul 
Road, Memnagar, 
Ahmedabad-380 052 

Gold and Gold 1417 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 
artefacts-fineness 
and marking 

6-5-2010 

Trupti Food and Beverages 
Block No. 32, 

Amroli Chhapra Bhatha Road, 
Nr. Taxsila School, Surat 

Packaged Drinking 14543 
Water 

6-5-2010 

K.irit Electricals 

258 Vijay Industrial Estate, 
Central Workshop Road, 

Nr. Bhikshukgruh, 

Odhav, Ahmedabad 

Openwell Submersible 14220 
Pumpsets 

7-5-2010 

Shri Navkar Metals Limited 
Plot No. 342 A and B, 

Shed No. C/1/515 and 516, 
GIDC Odhav, Ahmedabad- 
382415 

Stainless steel sinks 13983 
for domestic purposes 

14-5-2010 

Abxl Retail (India) Pvt.Ltd. 

1,2,3, Ground Floor Galaxy, 
Bazar Building, Opp Sunrise 
Park, NearGopinath Society, 
Opp. Himalaya Mall, Vastrapur 
Ahmedabad-3 80052 

GoldandGold 1417 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 
artefacts-fineness 
and marking 

17-5-2010 

Explos ionproof E lectrical 
Control 

Plot No. 920, IV-Phase, 

Opp. R.R. Chemical, 

G I.D.C.-Vapei Valsad-396 195 

Flameproof enclosures 2148 
for electrical apparatus 

19-5-2010 

ShreeArun jewellers 
Bhavsarwad, Choksi Bazar, 
NadiadDist Kheda -87001 

GoldandGold 1417 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 
artefacts-fineness 
and marking 

19-5-2010 

Soni Champaklal & Sons 
Jewellers, 

6/1280 Kansarwad Lane, 
Dadangwad, 

Navsari-396 445 

GoldandGold 1417 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 
artefacts-fineness 
and marking 

19-5-2010 

Bahurani jewellers 

Opp. Satyam Tower,, 
Mainnagar Rly. Station 
Ahmedabad-3 80008 

GoldandGold 1417 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 
artefacts-fineness 
and marking 

19-5-2010 

Reliance Retail Ltd Reliance 
Jewels, Nr. Swaminarayan 
Temple, 

Mansi Cross Road, Judges 
Bungalow Road, Vastrapur, 
Ahmedabad-3 80015 

Silver and Silver 2112 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 
artefacts-fineness 
and marking 


-Sec. 3(ii)j 

( 9 ) 

1999 

2002 

1999 

2004 

1994 

1994 

1999 

2004 

1999 

1999 

1999 

2003 



[qPTIl—isprs 3(H)] 


0 ) g) 

17. 3631252 


18. 3631757 


19. 3632153 


20. 3633054 


21. 3633256 


22. 3633458 


23. 3633155 


24. 3633357 


25. 363359 


26. 3636060 

27. 3635866 


7TTO ; 24,2011/9H 3, 1933 
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(3) (4) 


(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 


20-5-2010 


20-5-2010 


21-5-2010 


25-5-2010 


25-5-2010 


25-5-2010 


25-5-2010 


25-5-2010 


25-5-2010 


28-5-2010 

28-5-2010 


Vir Technology Pvt. Lid. 
Bansidhar Compound, 

S. P. Ring Road, 

Nr. Kamod Village, 
Ahmedabad-382405 

Bajaj Healthcare Ltd. 
BlockNo. 588,Village 
Sothada, Taluka Savli, 
Vadodara-391776 

Gujarat Raffia Industries 
Limited 

455, Vadsar Road, Village 
Santej, Taluka Kalol 
Gandhinagar-382721 

Aqua Plus Enterprise 
(India) Pvt Ltd., 

704/C Phase IV, GIDC Estate 
Naroda, Ahmedabad 

Sky & Skylark Industrial 
Products, 

Shed No.C 1B-2513/B &2512, 
G.I.D.C. Ankleshwar, Bharuc 
393002 


Packaged Drinking 14543 
Water 


Ascorbic Acid, 5342 
Food Grade 


Textiles-Tarpaulins 7903 
made from high 
density polyethylene 
woven fabric 

Packaged Drinking 14543 
Water 


Ponceau 4R, Food 2558 
Grade 


Sky & Skylark Industrial Sunset Ye!low,Food !695 

Products, Grade 

Shed No.C 1 B-2513/B &2512, 

GI.D.C. Ankleshwar, Bharuch- 
393002 


Sky & Skylark Industrial Carmoisine, Food 2923 
Products, Grade 

Shed No.C 1 B-2513/B &2512, 

G I.D.C. Ankleshwar, Bharuch- 
393002 

Sky & Skylark Industrial Tartrazine, Food 1694 

Products, Grade 

ShedNo.C 1 B-2513/B &2512, 

G.I. D.C. Ankleshwar, Bharuch- 
393002 


Soni Jayendrakumar Chunilal 
D/2 Kashiba Shoping Centre 
Near Kashiba Society, 

Ramji Mandir Road, Ranip 
Ahmedabad-382 480 

Kunj Beverages 
Plot No. 255, GIDC 
Sujanpur, Patan-384 151, 

Tirupati Food & Beverages 
Nava Road, Khargam, 

Taluka Chikhli, Navsari- 
396040 


Gold and Gold 1417 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
artefacts-fineness 
and marking 

Packaged Drinking 14543 
Water 

Packaged Drinking 14543 
Water 


2004 


1996 


2005 


2004 


1994 


1994 


1995 


1994 


1999 


2004 

2004 
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28. 

3635260 

28-5-2010 

Mahesh Industries 

Plot No. 262, 

GV.M.M.Ind Estate, Odhav, 
Ahmedabad-382 415 

Irrigation Equipment- 14151 
Sprinkler Pipes 

2 

1999 

29. 

3635361 

12-5-2010 

Meghmani Organics Limited 
PlotNo. 402 to404 and, 

452 to 454, Po.-Chharodi, 
Taluka-Sanand, Ahmedabad 

Chlorpyrifos Emulsi- 8944 
fiable Concentrates 


1978 

30. 

3635159 

28-5-2010 

Mahesh Industries 

PlotNo. 262, 

GV.M.M.Ind Estate, Odhav, 
Ahmedabad-382 415 

High Density Polye- 4984 
thylene Pipes for 

Potable Water Supplies 


1995 

31. 

3636161 

26-5-2010 

Uniflex Cables Limited 
PlotNo. 153, GIDC 
Umbergaon, Valsad- 
396171 

Aluminium Con- 398 

ductors for overhead 
transmission purposes 

2 

1996 

32. 

3636262 

26-5-2010 

Uniflex Cables Limited 
PlotNo. 153, GIDC 
Umbergaon, Valsad- 
.396171 

Aluminium Con- 398 
ductors for overhead 
transmission purposes 

1 

1996 

33. 

3636363 

26-5-2010 

Uniflex Cables Limited 
PlotNo. 153, GIDC 
Umbergaon, Valsad- 
3% 171 

Aluminium Con- 39g 

ductors for overhead 
transmission purposes 

4 

1994 

34. 

3636565 

26-5-2010 

Rohan Enterprise 

338, Sadak Moholla, 

Near Highway Chokdi, 

AT. & Post Bhesan, 

Taluka Choriyasi, 

Surat- 395 005 

Packaged Drinking 14543 
Water (other than 

Packaged Natural 

M ineral Water 


2004 


[No. CMD/13 : 11 ] 

T. B.NARAYANAN, Scientist F & Head 

^ 9 feraR, 2011 


37T.37T. 3705 —FTTcfa FHA7 (WR) iFlAAF, 1988 ^ 1w? 4 ^ AF-fARF (5) ^ 3^04 3 Wlfa FHAT 

T^jgm 3Tf^^d ARA1 f % faA <AT?M ^ 377[7JFt 4 Tpr f f ^ AR ATI f : _ 



wife! ^ 

ATT 

FTTcfrA 

FT. FT. FFT 



77. 7F37T 


AFT T^A HrTT 

FFTAT ATT 

77^71 






ttMrt 




(0 (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1. 3638569 

8-6-2010 

^7T7f 7M AFTR 

7^4 A AT wrf RT^37f 

1417 

— 

1999 




AT 3TT^TTtrft t^TATfTt 






211, ^ ^ ^TRT, TcHAKT, 

TJ^cTT TTA gsHlAH 






R^ATTT ANt Tte A^ TTFT^, 






3Tt?F4HK 



[9FTI1—3(ii)] 


9739 977 31999: f9W93 24,20lI/<ft9 3, 1933 


9335 


(1) (2) (3) (4) 


(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 


2. 3639066 8-6-2010 


3. 3638872 8-6-2010 


4. 3638973 8-6-2010 


5. 3640354 15-5-2010 


6. 3641255 22-6-2010 


7. 3641356 22-6-2010 


8. 3641457 22-6-2010 


9. 3641659 23-6-2010 


10. 3641962 23-6-2010 


II. 3642055 22-6-2010 


faforis, 

^9772993 16/19, 

9? -it 3ft, 97*ft, amms - 
396 195 

?TTF 5-5 

993 2221 am , Trim 9797^7 

Awi ^997 ^3^9, 
3ft-i/io,9t 371^31?, 

9937lft-396325 


365/16, 37337$: ft97 ^ 37TCft 
sfsteeFR 9> 3n^, 
37337$, 30WWK-380 018 

4*73? 

*97797 993 404/*ft, 93J9 3fe, 
■nh^T^lcT, 31CT<WR- 
382430 

99797 993 404/9t, $J9 Tte, 
9T9 9T9T^979T, 3JSM^79IV 
382430 

ri\ sfm ^f4?4, cmr 
sRiRi^RA *7sicfk 3ft 
fm -tzumz, itt\ 
9737, '#57 3fe, At 3Tl 
fWl, 3WfRWK-382346 


^i b fefel WMh 4984 
91^9 9>73 9fe99T 

9723 37 > 97 T ^37 

4>j 4*1 «)ci 97732: tw^H 
wife, f4^,^RT 
rm 37^9 9nr RARRi 
^^W^FRel 
324>^ TO 

9t*ft3ft iqffiS 


9> STT’jrft? 

^61 99 $?3i9>9 

9TR 993crT 

93937 


9997 9T^ 




1995 


1992 


694 - 1990 


398 5 - 1992 


1417 - - 1999 


303 - - 1989 


1659 - - 2004 


8034 - - 2002 


12931 - 1990 


14543 - - 2004 


9^3771? ^fH2~2 ), 37ct3Tf49 159^9? 

■>^172993 31/32,9ft 37l|^t 3ft, 

$37 III, 93tel, 3TTO^T9K- 
382330 

Aw? R<3dfl (§fe4T), 

91. R#fes,9?TT2 993 285, 

$37 II,9ft 3TT^#99&, 

3793919,9973719-396 172 


Awf *jf$F#73T $935 ffeRfes, ^faRUM $S923 
^9772 993 153, 9ft 3377* "5? 3ft, 9H3 3ft93^5 3ji37- 
3793979,99137K-396171 fa?T9 93937 

39$ 991 39$ 9ig3ft 
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1Z 3641861 10-6-2010 


13- 3642257 24-6-2010 


14. 3642560 24-6-2010 


15. 3642762 24-6-2010 


16. 3643057 22-6-2010 


[A. 4T^m/]3 : 11] 

At. tpj® 

New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

S.O. 3705.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
the following schedule :— 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence 

No. 

Grant Date 

Name and 

Address of 
the Party' 

Title of the 

Standard 

IS No. 

Part 

Sec. 

Year 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1 . 

3638569 

8 -6-2010 

Soni Daxesh Kumar 
Jayendrabhai, 

211, K.T.PIaza, Ratanpole, 
Opp. Fuwara Gandhi Road, 
Ahmedabad 

Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewellery'/ 
Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

1417 



1999 

2 . 

3639066 

8 -6-2010 

Consumer Plastics Pvt. Ltd. 
Plot No. 16/19, Phase-I, 
GIDC, Vapi,Valsad-396 195 

High Density 
Polyethylene Pipes 
for Potable Water 
Supplies 

4984 



1995 

3. 

3638872 

8 -6-2010 

Shah Alloys Ltd. 

Shah Industrial Estate, 

Block No. 2221/2222, 

Sola Kalol Road, Santej, 
Gandhinagar 

Carbon steel cast 2830 
billet ingots, billets, 
blooms and slabs for 
re-rolling into steel for 
general structural purposes 



1992 


A'W+I 144-11 <£44, 14543 — — 2004 

^ fttfA, FFnm, 

TOfRt-396 530 

''TTf'T , At 3TT? "'ft' '91^ ^|$<; 14402 - - 1996 

36-43, (At) 101 (At), cTSTf WT 

wmyr, Asm, ttftA, -qV^cr) 

37?*RHK-382 170 

ArA cT^H WTTR 9665 - - 1981 

si. i29/At/2, 

At^AtAtl^, 

3lVe)VcK RT?^f-393 002 

ArA AAfcw(ArR) fcAR^F, 12931 - 1990 

50A(,^t At, 

4>Afd 

A^RF^-389 330 

ArA WA RRT Vd'lOA'i 2215 - - 2006 

48, RcTRR t&ZZ, 

tjr At At fAr As R4foT, 

3to, 3TF*WK-382 415 





[*?PTII- 

-TsFS 3(H)] 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) 

(9) 

4. 

3638973 

8-6-2010 

Apex Cable Industries, 

C-1 /10, GIDC, Antalia, 
Biiimora Navsari 396 325 

PVC Insulated 
cables 

694 

- 

1990 

5. 

3640354 

15-5-2010 

Uniflex Cables Limited 

Plot No. 153, GIDC 

Umbergaon Valsad 396171 

Aluminium con¬ 
ductors for overhead 
transmission purposes 

398 

5 

1992 

6. 

3641255 

22-6-2010 

Navrang Jewellers 

365/16, Opp Saraspur Mill, 
Near Ambedkar Hall, 
SaraspurAhmedabad 

380018 

Gold and Gold 
alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

1417 


1999 

7. 

3641356 

22-6-2010 

Gurukrupa Industries 

Block No. 404/B, Pasunj 

Road, Vill Kubadthal, 
Ahmedabad 382430 

Plywood for General 
Purposes 

303 


1989 

8. 

3641457 

22-6-2010 

Gurukrupa Industries 

Block No. 404/B, Pasunj 

Road, Vill Kubadthal, 
Ahmedabad 382430 

Block Boards 

1659 


2004 

9. 

3641659 

23-6-2010 

Shree Umiya Electric and 
Engineering Works, 

Mahavir Saw Mill Compound, 
Near Satluj Hotel, Naroda 
Road, P.O. Krishnanagar, 
Ahmedabad 382346 

Submersible 

Pumpsets 

8034 


2002 

10 . 

3641962 

23-6-2010 

PI Industries Ltd. (Unit 2) 

Plot No. 31/32, GIDC, 

Phase III, Naroda, 
Ahmedabad 382330 

Atrazine WP 

12931 


1990 

n. 

3642055 

22-6-2010 

Kleanzone Systems (India) 
Pvt. Ltd., 

PlotNo.285, Phase II, Gl.D.C. 
Estate, Umbergaon, Valsad 
396172 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543 


2004 

12. 

3641861 

106-2010 

Raxa Health Care, 
Kumbharkhanch Falia, 

Near High School, Dehgam 
Navsari 396530 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543 


2004 

13. 

3642257 

24-6-2010 

Pacific Pipe Systems 

Pvt. Ltd., 

Plot No. 3643, (P) 101(P), 
Naranpura, Chandrasan, 
Sanand, Ahmedabad 382170 

GRP pipes joints and 14402 
fittings for sewerage, 
industrial waste and 
water (other than potable) 


1996 

14. 

3642560 

24-6-2010 

Chemet Wets & Flows 

Pvt. Ltd., 

Plot No. 129/C/2,GIDC, 
Ahmedabad Bharuch 393 002 

Propoxur Emu bi¬ 
llable Concentrates 

9665 


1981 

15. 

3642762 

24-6-2010 

Devidaya! (Sales) Limited 

50 A, GIDC Industrial Estate, 
Kalol, Panchmahal 389330 

Atrazine WP 

12931 


1990 

16. 

3643057 

22-6-2010 

Metro Industries, 

48, Satsung Indl. Estate, 

S. V.P. Ring Road Circle, 
Odhav, Ahmedabad 382415 

Starters for Fluores¬ 
cent Lamps 

2215 


2006 


[No. CMD/13:11] 
T. B.NARAYANAN, Scientist F& Head 
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if f^ft, 9 2011 

^T.3?r. 3706.~1H#7 ^t (TTRM1) f^m, 1988 # fafW? 5 # H-MtsR (6) # 3 IRcTfa 

*4H«h Rcf^Kl 3TftRjf^cT «h<dl 7? flH l^t 3?Ft if ^ eR f^U R7T f' :- 




IT. 

WaMl UT HH 

TrflTIP^S it R^/UsKM 

Hl-feh 

e# # ftrfa 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

7978617 

^ r • _* _r\ 

227/4, 

^ lift# ETf#*T#l 
er 

23-06-2010 


7038060 

^ rRh, 

# snf # 

lit#, wi 

37lf "^7 4984:1995 

# # # e^®RR7 

3Ttf TT7FT 694:1990 

28-06-2010 

z 

HRR eh«t<r^ IT. El. , 

#. #1. iw! 



^JJTF Wlt^f "5F itw, 

37t T^T ■# #, 

*U«UHdl, 

3??TOK-380005 




[*?. #T?7#/13:13] 


<?t. it. HRI^R, * Txtfjr' ^ y^<§( 

New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

S.O. 3706.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each :— 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

Licences 

No. 

CM/L- 

Name and Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled 

Date of 
Cancellation 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

7978617 

M/s Bansi Industries, 

Plot No. 227/4, 

Opp Cheminova Industries, 

GIDC, Panoli 

Distt-Bharuch 

High Density Polyethylene 

Pipes for Potable Water 

Supplies 

184984:1995 

23-06-2010 

2. 

7038060 

M/s. Jainflex Cables Pvt. Ltd. 
A-2/1, Sabarmati Industrial 

Co- Op Society, Behind 

Guru Cold Storage, 

ONGCKalol Highway, 

Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad-380 005 

PVC Insulated Cables 

IS 694:1990 

28-06-2010 


[No. CMD/13.13] 
T. B. NARAYANAN, Scientist ‘F’& Head 











[ < qrn n— i&rs 3(ii)] 


^ 24, 2011/4* 3, 1933 
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9 2011 


■^T,37T. 3707.— (WUm) fyftw, 1988 4 f*PT 4 4 3*fW? (5)4 343*T<* 3 *T*fta *H*> 
TTcr^gRi 44qf4i 414 dni<M 4 14*** 43 3rgg4 4 i4j ^ t, 3 ^ f37 **; t :- 




s6* 


*3^3t ^*4 4t eff$3**n3 *m "*3 %fl **4* *h*t ^>1 3)4b 

*T *1 

*T* 31^ ^3 

3. 

wn 

143/^/*t? 

3t^tt 


(l) 

(2) 

(3) (4) (5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) (9) 


**3 S*!] *M sng3f 4 1417 - - 1999 

a^njtptf f3c*ren3 


1. 3643764 01-07-2010 4*3 Simigft 4fcs 

atatoim M*3s, 
Ii70-^n4a4 w4 
■537 4 s33t 3 s, 

4^>, 

3»CT^R-380001 

2. 3644261 05-07-2010 4*3 4** 

3^ IVifni-s, 

WS W<4 

3f4i, 3*m 3 tk^c, 
*g§n 4 *r*4, 
PuPfi 4fcsf3*i4 
*i*, wf** 3t 4 3s, 
31S*^TTS-380009 

3. 3644362 05-07-2010 4*3 fteim 4** 

3^ ^er* PiTh^s, 

♦ .. _ \ ... ♦_ *\ 

JJli-S Wl T*S 95tf) 

*f4r, 3 **t 3n^«(<, 
3t 4** 4*n4, 
Pif3;i 4i<rs r^4 4 
HI*, shlf*'! 4 4 3 s, 
3TSTOK-380009 


gs3**r 


**3 cTCT wf 4 1417 - - 1999 

3*^*4 f4wl ^cn 

"03 gFTfqFT? 


44 **n 44 *ng314 2112 - - 2003 

3 n^«Hf f?icw3 

*3 tj&*4h 


4. 3644564 05-07-2010 4*3 34*7*4** 

*h4 sFTO 4s, 
44? 3 '1 cii 3s, 
^rgr 

3fSTOR-380015 

5 . 3644463 06-07-2010 4*3 fW-T* 3** 

3^ 4^* Tdfn3s, 
*h4 3** 3s, 
44 * W^ftiT 3 s, 
^I'F, 

3TF*^K-380015 


^r3 ei«n ^3 «n^3Tf 4 1417 - 1999 

3H^FTf t3*W[3 ^ST 

*3 


43 <i«it 44 vigafl. 4 2112 - - 2003 

3 *gs4 r*iW4>iA 


4488 GI/11—9 
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(0 ( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) (7) (8) (9) 


6. 3644665 05-07-2010 


7. 3644766 07-07-2010 


8- 3645061 08-07-2010 


9. 3645162 08-07-2010 


10. 3645263 08-07-2010 


11. 3645364 08-07-2010 


12. 3645869 09-07-2010 


13. 3645667 12-07-2010 


A. r A . t-_ 

HW) TTHsl =MideTfci 
5/6/64, 

71WT 7T5, 

331^-388001 

tof to??, 

W\ to? 23, 

'tfldtfl 3TR4 t4, 

^il-s -ST'S 0-5, 

T&TO to??, 

13 R, to? 

to, to to to, 

3T«rar, ^ 

to ^ rr to?, 

7/2429, tot tot, 

TOJTT TO ^ 

to , 

A —n , *Y 4 

202 , to T ^ T > 

to sto, to?, 

to, 

80006 

-to toTO Itoto, 
tom^ w, 
to to? to, 

cT8?rqt 3Tt toKTT 
TOTO-389330 

H7TO TO TO 

i4/i5 toto 
tor^? ^ to, 

“TO, 

3mm, 

^^1474-380016 

tontf $hT=w fctoto, 
tor tom ^ to, 
toto to, to to, 

cTTe^dil ^TcTTcT, 

1%fto-389330 


to w to ^3?f ^ 
3?l^to ftotot ^471! 

to 


to ct«tt to *mj3?f ^ 

3n^to ftotot 

to 


to ct«tt to m^3ff ^ 

ftoroto ?pscn 

to 


to to vrg3?f ^ 
3?r^to ftotot 
to gston 


to cr«n to tTrgsff 
3?r^tof ftororct 
to ■gftoR 


tosrto toro 


ftoto toro 


1417 


- - 1999 


1417 


- 1999 


1417 


- - 1999 


1417 


- - 1999 


1417 


1999 


14543 


- 2004 


14220 - - 1994 


11522 - - 1986 
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(6) (7) (8) (9) 


( 1 ) ( 2 ) 


14. 3645768 12-07-2010 


15- 3646366 12-07-2010 


16. 3646063 13-07-2010 


17. 3646164 13-07-2010 


18. 3646265 13-07-2010 


19. 3647873 13-07-2010 


20- 3646770 14-07-2010 


21. 3647974 14-07-2010 


^7771 ffSRT 

fs r» \ 

5f[$q<d 

«crtl«b 937 593/4, 
cNF 9T93f, 

9f°( 91^, 9T^71, 

qsWl ‘3*^777 4?, 

34*31-391 440 

Wt9#9 9lf9 997 

9fe7cT 

12786 

- - 1989 

^7771 4 gs fS^5T, 

^997 997 119,34fg9T 

Tfe, 4 9177, 

Trf&m 9I<^*T rfefe, 
77T97993T-383 215 

997 997rf 97977 

303 

- - 1989 

4tk1 ¥^71 R*3 

27, 4iR7 7J7cT f 4T7 
"91 3t1 t?qUf, 

TJTcT-394 270 

734 997 99777 73997(9 

97977 

2062 

- - 2006 

TO W<HI<6h 77TH3 91 

M^kz, TO 81, 

6 4-1/2, 

c fc>K' 3 J, 4 371^ 4 4, 

9*73 9973, T7TS4 

53 its 3444 

77^13 

12269 

- - 1987 

■^ttI tj^ 9 wrf ftffafe, 

^113 477 771-1 4/129/ 
12,13,14,15 4 371^4 
4tt43, 

^Td^^TT-391 340 

fa97cl 1997797 997 

r- <*fs ■ \ _rs 

779(919139 9137199577 

5672 

- - 1992 

4*4 3T37 91^3, 

196/1,4£s4t7, 

9l4 477 fact 4 9T77, 

4 37^ 4 4, 34 

97R7I9-396 195 

04^^ q^('9ci 

14543 

- - 2004 

m 

Rlfn^S '<RTT3 997 2, 

«60<6 997 243, 

719^9 9977912 4 9T77, 

91j 777 Tfe, 

77kN 91 «f»<rf1c9, 

44 997 

sH9(^4S 44449 
:J%lfoi4477t 

70981 

1 - 1988 

447H ^f9f99f79 

04 W 9?T^9 4 7099 

9?n 999J57 6T^0 99 4, 
9991^7-384 170 %7719T 

9T97 $4l7 

9020 

- - 2002 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 


21 3647368 15-07-2010 


23. 3648067 15-07-2010 


24. 3648168 15-07-2010 


25. 3665269 23-07-2010 


26. 3650660 27-07-2010 


27. 3650761 27-07-2010 


28. 3651359 30-07-2010 


29. 3651460 30-07-2010 


TOTOft 

TOR W 217, 

# 2, iNtelTTO, 
^BHT-384 002 

TOE TOR 776/2, 

TO 

■m#PK-382 721 

^ A 

TO 9T TOTOTT IW4, 
^HT^,TO^TO, 
«RIS, TOTOTOI-385 565 

Ato* ^3 TOmft$H, 

TOETOFU/tylO, 

rto st %HEr, 
1*ITOTO-380 001 

^-fH%TT 7TER 

TOTTOTOR 588, TO ^ 
Tfe, TOc^TO WI, 
TOSfcRT-391 430 

TON W 5, Tl'gm 2, 

^TcT-395 004 

^rcf TRfrwrl 
nsiiwTOisi totrtto, 

^ tor, 

TOSITO-390 006 

TOW TO ^ TO^Ef?, 
TOTTOTOR 126, 

3hftfeTO Tfe, 

TO ^ 3Tf TOl^ld, 
blc^TOI TOTOte-383 215 


R) 7ft Tft 'PJcfe: 


TOTf^S TOR "TOTCTO TOTTR 




TOTOrl TfTOn TO 
fTOERTOR^tTOTOrl 


53 fts TOiferot TOdefe 
Tftfe 


Troft rto Troft TOcjarf to 
TOT^ roif tVTc^TOl'O ^gcTT 
TO ^TOITO 

TONf rT^TT TTOff TO 
sn^roif tVic^TORl ^jscn 
TO *j£Tf«Fi 

^TOTOTO^TTOHT 
(TOfe^ TOR Zlf7) 


694 - - 1990 


303 - - 1989 


14543 - - 2004 


14927 2 - 2001 


12269 - - 1987 


1417 - - 1999 


1417 - - 1999 


2202 1 - 1999 


[R. 7TtTO^/13:ll] 
A 7ft. tototo, %Tftrro 'to’ TO 


New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

S.O. 3707.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, of th? of Indian Stenckras. hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 

»ne h>'h vC :i, chedu.... 






[STFTlI-^sFS 3(ii)] 
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SI. No. Licences Grant Date 

No. 

(1) CD (3) 

1. 3643764 1-7-2010 


2. 3644261 5-7-2010 


3. 3644362 5-7-2010 


4. 3644564 5-7-2010 


5. 3644463 6-7-2010 


6. 3644665 5-7-2010 


7. 3644766 7-7-2010 


SCHEDULE 

Name and Address 
of the Party 


Ashapuri Gold Ornaments 
Pvt. Ltd., 1170 Bandhara 
no khancho M. G Haveli 
Road, Manekchowk, 
Ahmedabad-380 001 

Reliance Gems and 
Jewels Ltd., Ground 
Floor & First Floor, 

Prema Arbour, Opp. 
Samudra Annex NR 
Girish Cold Drink, 
Crossing C. G Road, 
Ahmedabad-380 009 

Reliance Gems and 
Jewels Ltd., Ground 
Floor & First Floor, 

Prema Arbour, Opp 
Samudra Annex N R 
Girish Cold Drink, 
Crossing C. G Road, 
Ahmedabad-380 009 

Reliance Gems and 
Jewels Ltd., Mansi 
Cross Road, Judges 
Bungalow Road, 
Vastrapur, 

Ahmedabad-380 015 

Reliance Gems and 
Jewels Ltd., Mansi 
Cross Road, Judges 
Bungalow Road, 
Vastrapur, 

Ahmedabad-3 80 015 

Parikh Kantilal Dayabhai 
5/6/64 Lilavati Shopping 
Centre, Station Road, 

NR. Bank of Baroda, 
Anand-388001 

Meruliya Jewels 
Shop No. 23, Jolly 
Arcade, Ghod Dod 
Road, Surat 


Title of the IS No. Part Sec. Year 

Standard 

(5) _ (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 1417 - - 1999 
J ewellery/Artefacts- 
Fineness amd Marking 


Gold and Gold Alloys, 1417 - - 1999 
J ewellery/Artefacts- 
Fineness amd Marking 


Silver and Silver Alloys, 2112 - - 2003 

Jewellery/Artefacts— 

Fineness and Marking 


Gold and Gold Alloys, 1417 - - 1999 

Jewellery/Artefacts— 

Fineness amd Marking 


Silver and Silver Alloys, 2112 - - 2003 

J ewellery/Artefacts— 

Fineness and Marking 


Gold and Gold Alloys, 1417 - - 1999 
Jewellery/Artefacts— 

Fineness and Marking 


Gold and Gold Alloys, 1417 - - 1999 
Jewellery/Artefacts— 

Fineness and Marking 
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(1) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) (8) (9) 

8 . 

3645061 

8-7-2010 

Arham Jewels 

13ASHNo. G-15, 

Regent High Street 

Mall, Ghod Dod Road 

Athwa, Surat 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts— 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 - 

- 19' ' 

9. 

3645162 

8-7-2010 

A. M. Jwellars 

7/2429, Choky Sheri, 

Near Rampura Petrol Pump, 
Saiyedpura, Surat 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts— 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 - 

- 1999 

10 . 

3645263 

8-7-2010 

D. P. Jewels 

202,2nd Floor, 3rd EYE, 

Panchvati Comer C. G. Road, 
Ahmedabad-3 80006 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 

J ewe 1 lery/A rte facts— 
Fineness amd Marking 

1417 - 

- 1999 

11 . 

3645364 

8-7-2010 

Premdhara Beverages 

Near Malav Crossing, 

B/s. Goma River Bridge, 

At & PO Alindra, 

Panchmahal-3 89330 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543 - 

- 2004 

12 . 

3645869 

9-7-2010 

Ravi Pump Industries 

14/15 Sarvoday Estate, 

Near Tata Godown, 
NearChamunda Bridge, 

Asarwa Ahmedabad 3 80016 

Openwell Submersible 
Pumpsets 

14220 - 

- 1994 

13. 

3645667 

12-7-2010 

lnox India Ltd. 

N R. Narmada Colony, 

Vi 11. Katol Boru Road, 

Tal: Kalol, 

Dist: Panchmahal-389330 

Liquid Nitrogen 

Vessels 

11552 - 

- 1986 

14. 

3645768 

12-7-2010 

John Deere India Pvt. Ltd. 

Block No. 593/B, Tank 

Industrial Property Village 

Vadu, Taluka Padra 

Vadodara Jambusar Road, 
Vadodara-391440 

Irrigation Equipment - 
Polyethylene Pipes 
for Irrigation Laterals 

12786 - 

- 1989 

15. 

3646366 

12-7-2010 

Shree Laxmi Wood Industries 
Block No. 119, Ujediya Road, 

Near Salatpur Chowkdi, 

Mahiyal, Tal Talod, 
Sabarkantha-383215 

Plywood for General 
Purpose 

303 - 

- 1989- 

16. 

3646063 

13-7-2010 

Hazira Plate Ltd. • 

27, KM Surat-Hazira Road, 

P.O. Hazira, 

Surat-394270 

Steel for General 
Structural Purposes 

2062 - 

- 2006 

17. 

3646164 

13-7-2010 

Silicon Cement Pvt.Ltd.. 

Block No. 81, Plot No. 6B- 
I/2,KaranjG.I.D.C., 

Post Karanj,Taluka- 
Mandvi, Surat 

53 grade ordinary 
Portland Cement 

12269 - 

- 1987 


[mil- 

3(ii)] 


: 1^*24,2011/^3, 1933 
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0) 

(2) 

0) 

( 4 ) 

(5) 

(6) (7) (8) 

(9) 

18. 

3646265 

13-7-2010 

Sudeep Pharma Ltd- 
Plot No. C-1B/129/12, 

13,14,15 GIDC Estate, 

Nandesari Vadodara-391340 

Mineral Mixtures for 
Supplementing Poultry 
Feed 

5672 - 

- 1992 

19. 

3647873 

13-7-2010 

Water Point 

196/1,2nd Phase, Near 

Vapi Paper Mill, GIDC, 

Vapi Valsad 396195 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543 - - 

2004 

20. 

3646770 

14-7-2010 

Smruti Cables Pvt. Ltd. 

Plot No. 2, Block No. 243, 

Near Ram dev Export, 

Santej Vadsar Road, 

Santej TA Kalol, 

Gandhinagar 

Crosslinked polyethy¬ 
lene insulated PVC 

sheathed cables 

7098 1 - 

1988 

21. 

3647974 

14-7-2010 

Pratiman Engineering 

Opp Rodeshwar Mahadev, 

Unjha Maktupur Highway, 

(N. G.)Maktapur-384170 

Mehsana 

Power Threshers 

9020 - 

-2002 

22. 

3647368 

15-7-2010 

Mercury Cables 

Plot No.217, G1.D.C.-2 

Dediyasan, Mehsana- 384002 

PVC Insulated Cables 

694 - 

- 1990 

23. 

3648067 

15-7-2010 

Ananad Ply Industries 

Plot No. 776/2 

Village Vadsar, 

Kalol Gandhinagar 382721 

Plywood for general 
purposes 

303 - 

- 1989 

24. 

3648168 

15-7-2010 

Shree Bhagwati Beverages 

Deesa Highway AT Vajegadh 
Tharad Banaskantha- 385565 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543- 

- 2004 

25. 

3665269 

23-7-2010 

M/s Hima Sales Corporation 

Plot No. 4/A/10, Laxmi Industrial 
Estate, Paldi Mahesana, 

Visnagar- 380001 

Cable trunking and 
ducting systems for 
electrical installations 

14927 2 

- 2001 

26. 

3650660 

27-7-2010 

Mohit Cement Industries 

Block No. 588, AT Mobha 

Road, Taluka Padra, 

Vadodara-391430 

53 grade ordinary 
Portland Cement 

12269 - 

- 1987 

27. 

3650761 

27-7-2010 

Bhuvneshwari Jewellers 

Shop No. 5, Prabhunagar 2, 

Ved Road, Katafgam 

Surat- 395004 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 - 

- 1999 

28 . 

3651359 

30-7-2010 

Basirbhai Jewellers 
Hathikhanagenda Falia 

NR Dadumani Dargai, 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 

J ewe 1 lery / Artefacts- 
Fineness amd Marking 

1417 - 

- 1999 


Vadodara 390006 
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29. 3651460 30-7-2010 

Sun Wood Products 

Wooden flush door 

2202 I - 1989 


Block No. 126,Ujedia 

shutters (solid core 



Road, At/PO Mahiyal, 

type) 



TalukaTalod, 




Sabarkantha- 383215 




[No.CMD/13:ll] 
T. B. NARAYANAN, Scientist ‘F’& Head 

9^70^7,2011 


^JT.3?T. 3708,—9T7cfk TTFBT ^ (WRT) fkWT, 1988 k 5 k TiqfafHW (6) k 3k Wk KFRT 

^ 37tV^f-4n t fa f^R cflk cilfW kl “S^k 3fk nf ^TP^T?3 k T^7«tfkl fkll Rn t :- 


37. 



T^^kklffTfa 

77. 


^ RTTT 

Tp^ns: RMk kfpf rr #4^ 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

3625762 

^777$ ffRlkl 

7Rk 7T«TT 7Rk Rl^kf k 

09-07 2010 




STPjRk fwRRk -spB! 




-Rfa k RTO, RR7Tf 37T37 

tk '9 rNt4 




^FTeTT 3k, 

371^ 1417: 1999 




380015 



2 

3631050 

_ . f -T-. p -v . .e-r-'i—, 

H7773 I7cyf433 itecl ldlH<U 

kk 7T«n kk Rigkf k 

09-07-2010 



flcllkl ^cRT, Wl4HlWI 

3n^kf fkrWft ^cTT 




■RkT k RT77, RHTfl TOT 7k, 

"(itRikq 




k^Tl kTRT 7k, qtqi^, 

3TTf ^2112: 2003 




31SW4P;- 380015 



3. 

7866909 

^777$ TTcr TTTf fa?ffa f^kl, 


02-07-2010 



39 RSPJRTB VT$Z, 

371^7^ 14543:2004 




fmm 9R k "917?, 





nN Olfk-ll, kk<7, RT. 7TPK 





3f**7<MK 



4. 

7954397 


kk ct«tt kk *ugkf k 

21-07-2010 



7H3k 9>dV cT*TT RFcTF 4>kW 

3T[^k fTTBT^TTt ?p£RT 




3TT7RT7, 7igST 37k?37 k 

TTor 




77hk, fkrf^T kk£ 

3^^ 2112 : 2003 




9bifa<i k k 7k 





37s*Kfai<- 380009 



5. 

7995415 

^777 fW7 cT^TT 

RRRR kRR77/^R7 

02-07-2010 



Ufk 7 ! 4701,35ft 

R*TT kfe7T3k 




3?if k 7ft kk) 

37Tf ir^ 2089 : 1977 




Tnfkm, rt. RRTRfR, 





feff^ <4<H77K, 





-396155 




[77 77 ^^/ 13 : 13 ] 
k. k. HRWUR, *T!7F’ TR' Tjgtsr 
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New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

S.0.3708.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) ofthe Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each :— 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

Licence 

No. 

CM/L- 

Name and Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled 

Date of 
Cancellation 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 . 

3625762 

M/s. Reliance Retail Ltd. 

Reliance Jewels NR 
Swaminarayan Temple, 

Mansi Cross Road, 

Judges Bungalow Road 
Vastrapur, 

Ahmedabad- 380015 

Gold and Gold Alloys. 
Jewellery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

09-07-2010 

2 . 

3631050 

M/s. Reliance Retail Ltd. 

Reliance Jewels NR 
Swaminarayan Temple, 

Mansi Cross Road, 

Judges Bungalow Road 
Vastrapur, 

Ahmedabad- 380015 

Silver and Silver Alloys, 

Jewellery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

IS2112:2003 

09-07-2010 

3. 

7866909 

M/s. L. S. Beverages 

Industries 39 Malta 

Gujarat Industrial Estate 

NR Reliance Petrol, Pump, 
Village Moriya Changodar 

Tal Sanand: Ahmedabad 

Packaged Drinking 

Water 

IS 14543:2004 

02 -0 7 -2010 

4. 

7954397 

M/s. Reliance Retail Ltd. 

Ground Floor & First Floor, 
Prema Arbour, Opp 

Samudra Annex. Near 

Girish Cold Drink, 

Crossing C. G Road 

Ahmedabad- 380009 

Silver and Silver Alloys, 

Jewellery/' Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

IS 2112:2003 

21-07-2010 

5. 

7995415 

M/s. Shivam Textile & 

Proofing Industries, 

4701, GIDC(Platic Zone) 
Sarigam, TA-Umargaon, 
Distt-Valsad, Sarigam, 

Distt: Ahmedabad-396155 

Common proofed canvas/ 
duck and paulins 

IS2089:1977 

02-07-2010 





(No. CMD/13.13] 




T. B. NARAYANAN, Scientist ‘F’ & Head 



9 2011 
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sFE ^ ^ 4TT Tt^‘ W RTTclfa KTO c&j TfH^T TfT RT TT./ ^TFT/3^ 

TT. WIT M 


(I) (2) (3) 

1. 3651864 02-08-2010 


2- 3652159 04-08-2010 


3. 3652260 04-08-2010 


4. 3652765 06-08-2010 


5. 3654668 12-08-2010 


6. 3654769 12-08-2010 


7. 3654870 12-08-2010 


8. 3654971 12-08-2010 


(4)_(5)_ (6) (7) (8) (9) 


55, THTCET, 3TTf 

%TTHT, fpm 

53 ts ^Tlf?HTt 9^4 

12269 - 

- 1987 

■^TTTf 33fa 

44(^1 Tte, 

IT? cmi RTK 

TpRTcT 

53 ^ 3TfeTt 

12269 - 

- 1987 

^TTHI , 

x clH 1463, 1464, 

T^TTHf Tfe, 

Oldl Tt^H, 

cilET4 

5290 - 

-1993 

■^TT^ STrI^RT TFH^I 
(ffezTT) 3H. fcffqfe, 
WW 463-468, 

3TTf TTt R5JTTT, 

WHt, cTT^kn-391175 

TTstfWR TFK ^ 

'dffcfn 

71831 Trmi^Tf 

15477 - 

- 2004 

Ithfttt fr^ci 
IrHERT^HTT, 

3ETT JIMS 4>dR, 

WTH Rt2, TT5H8T 

4ER, ETT Tte, 

^Kl cT«TT ^IKt 8f^33f 47 
3Tr»jW (TIcrTcMTl ^TTT 

TTcr 'g?TFTH 

2112 - 

- 2003 

9/1984 

TJTcf-395003 

cT«TT T^uf 4Tg3T[ -% 
30^^ fTTER^lft ?^7TT 

9/T -g^THH 

1417 - 

- 1999 

^ r _ A. _ ^ .. r 

h^RT <r^t sTh 

2,3,4, srcrms 

TTTHt VinQ‘1 TftT, 

■shn, 

^RH-385535 

T^trf VTgaff 47 

R4 IJMT4H 

1417 - 

- (999 

Itheet 

farM^.fTHERT^HTT, 

3ER TTT3^ RTcTtT, 

RT^, THPT^T 

C K1^, ett Tte, 

3TFR^K 

Wf 718JI WT 4^ 

ftirwt ^541 

1417 - 

- 1999 



: ft'TTMT 24,2011/44 3, 1933 
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S *3FI1I—3(ii)] 
U) (2) (3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) (7) (8) (9) 


9. 3655771 17-08-2010 


10. 3655872 17-08-2010 


11. 3655973 17-08-2010 


12. 3656167 18-08-2010 


13. 3656268 18-08-2010 


14. 3656773 19-08-2010 


15. 3656874 19-08-2010 


16. 3657371 20-08-2010 


17. 3659476 26-08-2010 


7/2848, 

Trf^a, 44 yifeMi 
M, 7JT7T-395003 

^FJcTRrT 3rft3T*34 

"373 

7-219 4 4d, 5*3 4 4 f, 
^SkTl-390001 
4734 mR'I 33lT : Tr, 

4 Vfi 1 ,24 44 
4il*-9c4w, TJFIT 4c7 
4713*4, 5*1 4 f 34 
Tte, *31% 44, 

^^4^14-380001 

4tt 4 <Wlfa4 

4331^ 4 4 

5^4 3337 4fa, '3cT33K, 

TpRTcT-396171 

^334 T 5 I 3 5F 
68,"R?l^f 
5*4, *34 1I,7 t4c 3 
Tftm 4 4#, 

44 T£T, 

31FH5W15-380026 

"5?4 *Tlf*3 

fa fax 46/4, 4h 
44#rm, 3344*1 *4 

4 *TT33, ^r<0 

444, ^pRm 
fat so, 

n 4 t3t* 4, ^ld^n^T, 

4 331^ 4 4, <613^1 IF I, 

33^3341^-382430 

4f 37$ 334^3 
F-ST^N, 37? cT«7T 4 33t 
*34$, 51 
54^71-391110 

4 4 *r4rt <m<ch, 

c t>l 1J 4<rl c +H, 737*3*3 

4 731*4, 4m Tte, h4'T*U, 
33F*7FI5T5-380008 


754 5«3i 754 * 31533 ! 4 

33T^W fmmiKt ^JoSclI 

*4 ^<i4h 

WT 5*31 754 ^331 4 
3n^r4f fmwrt 
55 ^67l4i 

754 cT^TT 754 4 

srojHf fmwft ^5cir 
*4 5f4r 


4^73Zlfc3 hk4P^h 
W 3Flf i4734 
*1174444 4m 444 i 


735*3ferf *3**4? 


4 4nT72 ^444 W3 


5M73 f4«t>F *314444 
ifatfzz 4 4 7ft 4«irs 
4m 


4^iH^T44*i4q 


754 71831 754 *315331 4 
33155*4 fmwft ^pgcn 
55 5F7T5R 


1417 - - 1999 


1417 - - 1999 


1417 - - 1999 


7903 - - 2005 


8034 - - 2002 


458 - - 2003 


7098 - 1 - 1988 


458 - - 2003 


1417 - - 1999 
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(1) (2) (3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) (7) (8) (9) 


18. 3659577 26-08-2010 


19. 3660057 27-08-2010 


20. 3660562 27-08-2010 


843, *TS£fTciT^K 

^ TRT, TfsT, 

37FO^^T4-380052 

cT«TT TTif m^3Tf 

3TT^Tt f?Irq^Rt yfSch 

1417 - 

- 1999 

69, 7 IW, 

9TH, ^ 'TO 

TTTOrft, 


14543 - 

- 2004 

301,302,VJ|«U4) 

ohlrt^cK 


14543 - 

- 2004 


[TT.^t^^t/13: II] 
Zt. % ‘TPF’ TTcf 3FJ73 


New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 


S.0.3709.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of Regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, i 988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given 
in the following schedule : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. Licences 

No. 

Grant Date 

Name and Address 
of the Party 

Title of the 

Standard 

IS No. Part 

Sec. Year 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) (8) (9) 

1. 3651864 

2-8-2010 

M/s. Lion Cement, 

55, Ranasan, G1DC, 

Vijapur, Mahesana, 

Ranasan, Gujarat 

53 grade ordinary 
Portland cement 

12269- - 1987 

2 3652159 

4-8-2010 

M/s. Om Industries, 

Collage Vansda Road, 

At and Post Khundh, 

Chikhli, Navsari, Chikhli 

53 grade ordinary 
Portland cement 

12269- -1987 

3652260 

4-8-2010 

M/s. Devraj Engineers, 

Plot No. 1463-1464, 

Kalol Khatraj Road, 

Moti Bhoyan, 

Gandhinagar 

Landing valves 

5290- - 1993 

4. 3652765 

6-8-2010 

M/s. Ardex Endura (India) 

Pvt. Ltd., Plot No. 463- 
468, GIDC Manjusar, 
Savlitaluka, 

Vadodara-39!! 75 

Adhesives for use 

with ceramic tiles 

and mosaics 

15477- - 2004 


9351 


W\ 11 3(ii )] TO r^m : tViH/ 24,2011A 3, 1933 


(!> 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) (8) (9) 

5. 

3654668 

12-8-2010 

M/s. Reliance Retail 

Limited, Reliance Jewels, 
Upperground Floor, 

Iscon Mart, Raj path 

Club S. G. Road, 

Ahmedabad 

Silver and Silver Alloys, 
Jewellery Arte facts- 
Fineness and Marking 

2112- 

- 2003 

b 

3654769 

12-8-2010 

M/s. AN, Jewellers, 

9/1984, LimdaChowk, 
Kabutarkhana, 

Surat-395003 

Gold and Gold Alloys. 
Jewellery Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

1417- 

- 1999 

n 

3654870 

12-8-2010 

M/s. Rajdeep Jewellers, 

2,3,4 Upper Grond City, 
Shopping Centre, Deesa. 
Banaskantha-3 85535 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jeweller}' Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

1417- 

- 1999 

s 

3654971 

12-8-2010 

M/s. Reliance Retail 

Limited, Reliance Jewels, 

Upper Ground Floor, 

Iscon Mart, Raj path 

Club S. G Road, 

Ahmedabad 

Gold and GoidAIioys. 
Jewel lerv Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

1417- 

- 1999 

9 

3655771 

17-8-2010 

M/s. Beautiful Jewels, 

7/2848, Fourth Floor, 

Saiyadpura, Moti 

Kadiya Sheri, 

Surat-395003 

Gold and Gold A Hoys, 
Jewellery Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

1417- 

- 1999 

Hi 

3655872 

17-8-2010 

M/s. Bapulal Amthabhai 

Chokshi behind Mandvi 

Bus Stop, M. G. Road, 
Vadodara-390001 

Gold and GoidAIioys, 
Jeweller}' Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

1417- 

- 1999 

1! 

3655973 

17-8-2010 

M/s, Parin Orna, 

GF. 1 24 Carat Complex, 

Opp. Luhars Pole, M. CL 

Haveli Road, Manak 

Chowk, 

Ahmedabad-380001 

Gold and GoidAIioys, 
Jewellery Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

1417- 

- 1999 

12. 

3656167 

18-8-2010 

M/s. Union Quality Plastics 
Limited, 204, GIDC, 

Industrial Estate, 

Umbergaon, Vatsad 
Gujarat-396171 

Textiles-tarpaulins 
made from high density 
polyethylene woven 
fabric 

7903 - 

- 2005 

13. 

3656268 

18-8-2010 

M/s. Ganesh Pumps & 
Engineering, 68, Mahadev 
Estate, Part II, B/H Ramol 

Police Station, C.T.M. 
Ahmedabad-380026 

Submersible pumpsets 

8034- 

-2002 

14. 

3656773 

19-8-2010 

M/s. Pushti Pipe Industries, 
Survey No. 46/P Post 

Dhokaliya, Near Orsang 

River, Vadodara,. 

Bodeii-391135 

Precast concrete pipes 

458- 

-2003 
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ot 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) (8) (9) 

19-8-2010 

M/s. Jay Cable Industries, 

Plot No. 80, Tribhuvan 
ind. Estate, Opp. Road 

No. 1 L Katlnvade GIDC. 
Ahmedabad-382430 

C’rosslinked polyethylene 
insulated pvc sheathed 
cables 

7098- 1 

- 1988 

2.0-8-2010 

M/s, Orbit Infrastructure 
Industries. At & PO 

Dharmpuri. Tal: Dabhoi 
Vadodara-391 i 10. 

Precast concrete pipes 

458- - 

2003 

23-8-2010 

M/s. T. V. Zaveri, 

Rajratna Complex, Opp. 

Satyam Complex, 

Station Road, Maninagar, 
Ahmedabad-380008 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery Artelacts- 
Kineness and Marking 

1417- 

- 1999 

76-8-2010 

M/s. N. D, Zaveri, 

843, Vadwala Nagar 

Complex, Near Sonal 

Cross Road, 

Guruku! Road, 

Ahmeda bad-380032 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery Artefacts- 
Finencss and Marking 

1417- 

- 1999 

77-8-2010. 

M/s. Neal Beverages, 

69, MoteraGam, Near 

Water Tank, Opp. Dev 

Mangalay Society, 

Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad 

Packaged Drinking 

Water 

14543- 

-2004 

'7-8-2010 

M/s. Dbruv Enterprise, 

301,302 Ranchodji 

Park Society', Near 

Kantareshwar 

Temple, Katargam, 

Surat 

Packaged Drinking 

Water 

14543- 

-2004 


"‘A.'vTT, > 


[Mo. CMD/13: II] 
T. B. NARAYANAN. Scientist ‘F’ & Head 

^ fa?#, 9 2011 


.(giro) ftfwH, 1988 ^ fafagg 5 ^ sv-Wwn (6) % spjot A m$m 

,fA?| TOl t % fa^W Cl$AAT # 3^37 33PJ cTTCEsl A TWjfarT 377 fazil ggt t :- 


TUWTT ‘Vi-ran 37T ETE 

~f) /rnq.A"'- cj TT=n 


3# 

E1T53T7T op JTEPfa "TE^/gghM 
’RK^m EFP?T T7T 


? q«4' 


(?) 

ETTA fr^PTTT fttcT frffg^S , 

gggy 3777^17, tpjstt tt^kt -% 
AnA4. buJVf TOrA cfc 


(4) _ 

wif tt^tt esM sngarlf tt 
wgg^ff f?ir?g^iA ^gctr 
gg ^<mh 
OT fgg 1417 : 1999 


^ # fafa 

(5) 

02-08-2010 



[W\ n—GPZ 3(ii)] 


W WFT ; 24, 2011/4* 3, i 933 


935. 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


MHH, sblPHM 4 4 <1-S 
380009 

7284883 sbl'q[47TYq W& 

%f^,TJ/l/311,77TfWR 

tijzz, swim, 

Hrfrniq, 

oi^wt^ 396135 


f4fe4i 

34T|tt^ 1592:2003 


9-08 2010 


zt. hi. w 


[4 4 *q 4/13:13] 

f, H3TT>7H ‘TKp ’ ffOT -grpg 


New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

S.O. 3710.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. Licences 
No. 
CM/L- 


Name and Address of the 
Licensee 


Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered bv the licence 
cancelled 


(1) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


2. 


795440! M/s. Reliance Retail Ltd. 

Ground Floor & First Floor, 
Prema Arbour, Opp. 
Samudra Annex. Near 
Girish Cold Drink, 

Crossing C. G. Road 
Ahmedabad 380009 
7284883 M/s. Hem Crysotiles 

Private Limited, A/1/311, 
Sarigam Industrial Estate, 
Umbergam, Sarigam, 
Distt:Valsad 396135 


Gold and Gold AI loys, 
Jewe 1 lery/Arte facts- 
Fineness amd Marking 
IS 1417:1999 


Asbestos Cement Pressure 
Pipes 

IS 1592:2003 


Date of 
Cancellation 

(5)_ 

2-08-2010 


9-08-2010 


[No.CMD/13 : 131 
T. B. NARAYANAN, Scientist *F’& Head 


4fte4,9 fal«rc,2011 

■5RT.31T. 3711.—HT44 ^ OHRFhH) f44q, 1988 4 4 4 ^fsffqRT (5)4 

«2J*t q flqgR l tf4f4 FTT44 4 4*7*7 44 3 f4 h* f, * *7? 1^7 HR f 

__ _ 

Hi HI 4 Hin/SR 
mi 

(6) (7) (8) (9) 


qrq >*44 *r4 4t ^44*4 q* q<fi 

4 4§*t f44/q4/Hie 


( 1 ) ( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


qiTFfrq rpy yfrigr 

. ITT 


1. 3664267 01-09-2010 


"*44 -MlfH-MI TO, 

4? 4*7 11, "RrlR d°K 50, 

q4r, 

477^4, W Htq T$7H 

4 Hiq 4, Tte 

^7* 395004 




14 543 - - 2004 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)1/, 


2. 3662061 3-09-2010 


3. 3661968 6-09-2010 


4 3661867 7-09-2010 


i&Wsfr, 

3^-15/6, 33l| -g\ 

TOtTO- 382725 
TOfcf I jtfl, 
251/R, FfT Ft TE TJT7, 
TOTFZ, f^T T1F ^ 
tor, 
sttotor 
4tt4 tor to!, 

TOZ TO 776'2, 

TO TO77T, TOTfrf, 
toIto-38272 1 


.'• i{x>2i()2 8-09-2010 


6 "662263 8-09-2010 


# F%? TOTTOtTF 
TOR),27t- 1/275, X F77-I , 

■sft ^ 4t 

37FTOTO-382.730 


Amt 41 eTWT cpT 


«rt!<6 H«U 119, cT^fFFl 
ffe, Rel-T^ TOF* ^ TO, 
RRl/TT FFTF 
E7TFTTOIT 3X7215 


3666574 22-09-2010 


Ao4 PhfTi 


25, TO HTO fFftZFrl 
TR77R. Tft TO 41 77 T TO ; 
TO7 F7 4^5, 

37^-382415 


8. 3665370 22-09-2010 3TR fe'TO, 

TO7 TO 2-7, TTWE 777F, 
Trfrr f1 tttfA, 

TOT TORT 37TOT cTT#^T , 
7J7T7-7 

9. 3665774 24-09-2010 TOO FMtAz FT. 

fRftZF, RTTZTO407, 

ftot. to 
Fkfro, toz ttftf, 

7777^7 TORT 
37F77F15K-382213 


10. 3666069 27-09-2010 ^TTO fTO TOTO TO 

ErPm^, TOTO TO 506, 
77TORT FTFT, 

FI. TTicfci) TOTO 


AAvF'R, 4TOR 


fz 4?4 FTO Am 

"TOjfZF TOT3 


FFF TORTO TO TO 
(TURF TO TOT) 


TO4 TO RjrrffFIc'T 
TOtoAz 


FHcS ^4>)4dF 


Tv? FTRF, fTTORFET RTRR 
FT 'TH 4 33 FTRF F ? JT FT?; 
TORR 


tTO FTO ETO FI^3ff TO 
STT^TOf f^TcFFTTfr T[TOT 

TO 


toTOtoe 

totoAz 


53 TO StflTO# TOVtf 
77147 


14543 - 


5135-1 


2202 - 1 


9283 - 


1328 - 


10805 - 


1417 - 


9283 - 


12269 - 


-Sf.c. 3(ii)j 
°) (9) 
2004 

- 1994 


1999 

- 1995 

- 1996 


19X6 


1999 


1995 


- 1987 




[qPMI—3(ii)J 


24,2011/9^ 3, 1933 


9355 


(0 (2) (3) 


(4) 


(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 


11. 3666170 27-09-2010 


J2. 3666675 29-09-2010 


13. 3666776 29-09-2010 


14. 3668376 29-09-2010 


15. 3668982 29-09-2010 


997 49, 9412 T«f7 
9|-2 97T997 57-65, 



ftftfcTT, ^-394110 

7, f^ZTRT^ 


97 ? wj ^ 9m, ^mt 

mr^o Tte, 

^-395017 


w: T97 ^s/i 3 , 
^T^9f 7^3t felfM^L 
^ W 596/ftt, 602/ 

9l, 604M, ^1 3T#gi 
^FTO W9-392130 


^773$ 9ft 13 TR sFT9 mnf^T 
9T. fdfH^,'^2,551, 
9^77 2,9ft 3TTf ^Tft 

<8f9^K-382430 


9FR ^nwfR 
^TT2 T97 66/1 
3 75/2,9ft 7ft 

7R&7, %mFPR, 
77r<4797T3I-383001 


53 ts 3TTfe97l12269 - - 1987 

Tftrfc 


ftcfrsrsf^ 


14543 - - 2004 


ftMtfc'i 72tH 7285- 2 - 2004 

ftTT fec4S< 


«7FTR 9fR7 feTmfTMei 4766 - -1982 

4ldS( 


Ic42lft«rit9 13457 - - 1992 


[7T. 7ft9?T^t/i3:l l ] 
21. 9ft. HTWFl, '^j#T9T ‘inp’ 9^' 

New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

S.0.3711 .—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification 1 ) 
Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

Licences 

No. 

Grant Date 

Name and Address 
of the Party 

Title of the 

Standard 


IS No. Part Sec. 

Year 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

<7) (SI 

1. 

3664267 

1-09-2010 

M/s. Badiya Water 

Survey No. 11 Plot No. 

50, Ground Floor, Patel 
Industrial Society, Beside 
Ghayal Sub-Station, Ved 
Road, Surat-395004 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543 



4488 <31/41—11 



9356 
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0) 

0 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) (8) (9) 

2. 

3662061 

03-09-2010 

M/s. Harsh Enterprise 

M 5/6 G.l.D.C. Estate 

Kalol Gandhinagar-382725 

Packaged Drinking 

Water 

14543- 

-2004 

3. 

3661968 

06-09-2010 

M/s. Marshal Agro 

251/A.G. V.M.M. Vasahat, 

Opp. Ring Road Odhav, 
Ahmedabad 

Hand-rotary duster, 
belly-mounted type 

5135- 

1 -1994 

4. 

3661867 

07-09-2010 

M/s. Anand Ply 

Plot No. 776/2, Village 

Vadsar, Kalof, 

Gandhinagar-382721 

Wooden flush door 
shutters (solid core 
type) 

2202- 1 

1 -1999 

5. 

3662162 

08-09-2010 

M/s. Shree Ganesh 

Engineering Co. C-1/275 

Phase-1, G.I.D.C. Naroda 
Ahmedabad-382330 

Motors for Submersible 
Pumpets 

9283- 

-1995 

6. 

3662263 

08-09-2010 

M/s. Shree Laxmi Wood 
Industries, Block No. (19, 
Ujediya Road, Near 
Salatpurchowkdi, 

Mahlyal Tal. Talod, 
Sabarkantha-383215 

veneered decorative 
plywood 

1328- 

-1996 

7. 

3666574 

22-09-2010 

M/s. Kranti Plastics 

25, Jay Laxmi Industrial 

Estate, Near CMC, B/H 

Petrol Pump, 

Ahmedabad Odhav-382415 

Foot valves, reflux 
valves or non-return 

valves and bore valves 

10805- 

-1986 

8. 

3665370 

22-09-2010 

M/s. B. R. Designs 

Shop No. 2-7, Samor 

Saran, Opp Jain Temple, 

Lai BunglowAthwalines 

Surat-7 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts- 
Fineness amd Marking 

1417- 

-1999 

9. 

3665774 

24-09-2010 

M/s. Waterman Industries 

Pvt. Ltd Plot No. 407, 

New Intas Pharma Vilb 

Moraiya, Post Sanand 

Sarkhej Bavla Highway 
Ahmedabad-382213 

Motors for Submersible 
Pumpets 

9283- 

-1995 

10. 

3666069 

27-9-2010 

M/s. Krishna Portland 

Pvt. Ltd. Plot No. 506, 

Savali Highway Tundav, 

Tal: Savali Vadodara 

53 grade ordinary 
Portland Cement 

12269- 

-1987 

II. 

3666170 

27-9-2010 

M/s. Raymond Cement 
Industries, Block No. 49, 
PlotNo.J-2S. No. 57-65, 
Pipodara Industrial Area, 
Pipodara, Surat-394110 

53 grade ordinary 
Portland Cement 

12269- 

-1987 



[Will—79*5 3(ii)] 


W^T7T5m : 24,2011/9^3, 1933 


9357 


(l) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) (7) (8) (9) 


12 . 


13. 


14. 


15. 


3666675 294)9-2010 


3666776 294)9-2010 


3668376 294)9-2010 


3668982 294)9-2010 


M/s. Drop Water Purification 
7, Divyanad Ind. Society, 
Near Parmanand Bus Stop, 
B/H Choksi Dyaing, 
Udhana-Magdalla Road, 
Surat-395017 
M/s. Saiju Impes Limited 
Plot No. Z/13, Dahez 
Sez Ltd. Survey No.596/P, 
602/P, 604/P Dahez- 
Ambhetha Vagra, 
Bharuch-392130 
M/s GSP Crop Science 
Pvt. Ltd., Unit-2, 
55l,Phase2,GlDC > 

Estate, Kathwada, 
Ahmedabad-382430 
M/s. Bayer Cropscience 
Plot No. 66/1 to 75/2, 

GIDC Estate, Himatnagar, 
Sabarkantha-383001 


Packaged Drinking 
Water 


Refillable seamles 
steel gas cylinders 


14543.- -2004 


7285- 2 -2004 


Thiram waterdispersible 4766- -1982 

Powders 


Pesticide - deltamethrin 13457 - -1992 


(No. CMD/13:! 1] 
T. B. NARAYANAN, Scientist ‘F & Head 


9$ 9 2011 

^JT.3tT. 3712.—TOfa BITO ^ (W*R) faf49H, 1988 ^ tMWT 5 ^ T'l-Mwi (6) ^ 3T^ TON 
BTTO TTcT^gRl ^5Trn f fTO feprB>T ^ 9St 3TPt ^ 3 T^7*#TcT tfl f 



_ _V_ • ... V . A__ 

cTTOfTfreqT <fn$BBTO TO 


^ eptf ctf faf«r 

u 

fft/9Wtre1- ^ Bell 

TOfa bft^ 


(1) 

(2) (3) 

(4) 

(5) 


3644261 


W TOftf cl*n 
H£cit 4T4d ifatiTT , 
7T55T BTB}, fircftT 
^5 sFrffPT ^ TO, 
fMTte, 


33^ tp 1417:1999 


06-09-2010 


2 3644362 


3. 3644463 


3TOTOK-380009 

A«tt ficliTO ^Abb fclfA&J, 

mm, 3?^?t ^ bib^, 
FRTTl 44r4 (IpF tfmfPt BIB, 

Bt ffe, 3T^r4I<-380009 

\ 

R«i4b 3bb t£s lertfe, 

BHBt sFTB fte, fte, 

®16B<NK-380015 


^ ?r«fr nigaflf $ 

aH^NOjf fVM'ehld ^JgclT 

33TITO 2112 : 2003 

fr«n ^iKt 

stngmf fyrevmt ?jgcn 
93 IJSBTO 
3^1^2112 :2003 


06-09-2010 


06-09-2010 
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0) (2) (3) 

(4) 

(5) 

4. 3644564 ^ fafafe, 

cT«?T ^ 

06-09-2010 

4T473I sfoT47 -US , 'iffijfy 49611 jV-5, 

331^9^ teMSRlfl ?fE?n 


3800! 5 

F ^T4T4 



3^tr^ 1417 : 1999 




[47. Ft 73*^/13:13] 


F. sft. W'-tF, %lfFF FJ7T 


New Delhi, the 9th December, 2011 

S.O. V\ i .—-iii pur> ua. .w of suo-rt-gu’afion (6) of the Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification \ 
Regulations, j 253-, of the Bor.au of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given belov 
have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each :— 

SCHEDULE 

SI. No. Licences Name and Address of the Article/Process with relevant Indian Date of 

No. Licensee Standards covered by the licence Cancel!?/-;^.. 

CM/L- cancelled 


(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

364426! 

M/s. Reliance Gems and Jewels Ltd. 
Ground Floor & First Floor 

Prerana Arbour, 

Opp. Samudra Annex, 

Nr. Girish Cold Drink, 

Crossing C.G. Road, 
Ahmedabad-380009 

tii-ld and Cold Aitovs, Jewel u.‘-y/ 

Artefacts, Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

064)9-2010 

3644362 

M/s. Reliance Gems and Jewels Ltd. 
Ground Floor & First Floor 

Prerana Arbour, 

Opp. Samudra Annex, 

Nr. Girish Cold Drink, 

Crossing C.G. Road, 
Ahmedabad-380009 

Silver and Silver Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts, Fineness and Marking 

IS 2112:2003 

06-09-2010 

3644463 

M/s. Reliance Gems and Jewels Ltd. 
Mansi Cross Road Judges 

Bungalow Road, Vastrapur, 
Ahmedabad380015 

Silver and Silver Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts, Fineness and Marking 

IS 2112:2003 

064)9-201 

3644564. 

M/s. Reliance Gems and Jewels Ltd. 
Mansi Cross Road, 

Judges Bungalow Road, 

Vastrapur, 

Ahmedabad-380015 

Gold and Gold Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts, Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

064)9-2010 


[No. CMD/13:13] 
T. B. NARAYANAN, Scientist l F’ & Head 


12fa3«R, 2011 

3KT.3TT. 3713.— 1W7 1987 ^ 7 W, (\) <£ ^fs (^T) ^ 

Vs, TO ^ TRrfi | Ft FT37 (efijf) ff TFOTlspr FT/fF FT f : 


I 


I 




l « ***** wiim 
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3*jqat 


5F5. 

■fertfiTcl NKcife '|H47 fe fevTJ 3tp[ 

feife fe fen fet fet 

fefe RTPj fe fe fet 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

3TT^tT?T 13142 : 1991 fet 'fet fefe^RT 

fe*I4 2 201 1 

30 W3T2011 


■^fNrl fek ^ ^Tct cTT^ft' "k yiifci k fek 
^Tn ^ ffe (R^TT 3=KfoFO 


2. k m 4410 (‘9FT 21) : i987 kt ^ MfeHHfe Wife WH 1 W*Ft 20! 1 30^^7 2011 

*t tfeti q-ntferet TfKi^rft <m 21 ^ fern 

fe vferf , 9R#q W ^1, XTFRF W, 9, TfljT Ypn: fe, M fe.T 110002, kfa TfeRFi? : k 
fell, YiTci4Tlrl(, Ypr^fe, cM YTT^I Tfefef : fevk, fen of feYfeT , feTT^T 

W^., 4TH^, ^FFJT RYTl, ^ 3*11 fe<44N1FJfH 3 feft ^ YRRW t ! 

[fefe : W^3TRk 06/Yt-09 3^ ^t-26] 
fe dffe kfife ‘tfe k 3i^ (^i feim fsT^pr) 


New Delhi, the 12th December. 2011 

SO. .3713.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
But c.tu of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendment to the Indian Standards, particulars of which arc given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. Lille and Year of the Indian Standards 

No. and year of the 

Date from which the 

No 

Amendment 

Amendment shall have effect 

(!) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 13142: 1991 Proforma for Reporting 

Progress of Irrigation Benefits Created 
by River Valley Projects (First Revision) 

Amendment No. 2 

NovemberNi]; 

30 November 2011 

2. IS 4410 : (Part 21): 1987 Glossary of Terms 
Relating to River Valley Projects: Part 21 

Flood Control 

Amendment No. 1 
November 2011 

30 November 2011 


Copy of this Amendment is available with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9. Bahadur Shah 
/.afar Marg, New Delhi- 110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh. Chennai. Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore. Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

|Ref: WRD06/1-09&T-26 ] 
J.C.ARORA. Scientist‘F’&Head (Water Resources Deptt. ) 


fe fefe, 12 fdWt, 2011 

■3H.3TT. 3714.--HPkq^B^^fWT 1987 Tifem 7 fefefeq (l) 37 (73) ^ xrfefffi -£J7t 

Pd^'gRi YY311 fe fe3 arjTjfe T fe fel w (fe) xt' fefr^R fen fRtr/fet fe f ; 






9360 

THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER24,2011/PAUSA 3, 1933 

[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 





37 

7T. 

TP'llRffi TOdfa 4H3> (3^) 3>t TTTOl 3^7 3^ 

m)*Fl 37[ TffeOT ffifa 

3ft f?rf«T 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

2. 

3Tn? TOT 4889 : 1968 7T#TOT 7TTOI 3 

341^ Tt^t 14578 : 1999 3it TOltTO 7TTOT I 

03 TOW, 2011 

01 TOW, 2011 

12-12-2011 

12-12-2011 


S3 TOfaTTCrfttFff 3^ TOdfa TOT TTOT TO, 9,3^ 10002, SEWfoqf 


: 3^ ferft, tATOiRTI, ^sfaoi, %=^, '5^ 7T3T 3T133T 'chwM : TOTOTO, TOcfa, TOfcl, ^A^RC «hV4M^<, *J3T?TZt, 
S'UNK, , 37FPJ7, 3FFJ7, TOT, ^°l 331 fcl^qi^cli^H "4* fVshi ^ v54<n«*J 1?' I 

15/3 19,zt-72] 

TO. <£. TO, %f^ ( f' TRTTTg^ (f^rTTOM) 


New Delhi, the 12th December, 2011 

S.O. 3714.—In pursuance ofclause(b) of sub-rule (I) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendment to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. and Year of the Indian Standards 

No 

No. and year of the 
Amendment 

Date from which the 
Amendment shall have effect 

1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

i IS 4889 1968 Method of determination of 
efficiency of rotating electrical machines 

03 August, 2011 

12-12-2011 

2. IS 14578 : 1999 Three-Phase Induction Motors 
for use in Nuclear Power Plants 

01 August, 2011 

12-12-2011 


Copy of this Amendment is available with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi- 110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref: ET 15/T-19, T-72 | 
R. K.TREHAN, Scientist TC & Head (Electrotechnical) 


13 ftiTOR,20I 1 

33. TO 3715.—TO3f3 TOT 1WT 1987 3^ fTOT 7 3T TTfdTO ( 1) 3T 74^ (7^) 3f ■36J7T7 U I ^ TO3fa TOT 

M.d^Skl 3lf37jf33 3*3T1 ^ 133 TOT (33) if 7TTOFT fTOI 33T/f3^ TO t : 

37 7T#facT TO#3 TO37 (3Rf) 3^ 7TTOT 37^^ TOlTO 33 7TTOT 3Tf7 faffer TOT-H FTF[ TO Tt fM*7 

7T. 3^7 ?tM<T 


TOf FTT 14665 (TO 2/TOJTOT I) : 2000 


02 TOW7, 2011 


30 3TOT7, 2011 



iRFlII-R^ 3(ii)] 


: ftHRR 24,2011 /rW 3, 1933 
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3TftF7T RRdto rfrt **j4, rh?t *m, 9, w wfi ri 4, Rf fe#-nooo2, : 

^T3pmi, Rastas,4 r 1 cmi rr§i ^rafcrRf: 3*sw^, wtik, ^m\, ysmS, frmz, 

RHRgc Rmgc rhrt, g4 r*tt f^RRTrgiR 4 faraft 4g RReW 11 

f*M :# 25/Ht-20) 
33R tfc 4 ft, %lf*E ‘4’ 1RJT3 (f^§3 


New Delhi, the 13th December, 2011 

S.O. 3715. —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau oflndian Standards hereby notifies that amendment to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. and Year of the Indian Standards 

No. and year of the 
Amendment 

Date from which the 

Amendment shall have effect 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

I. 

IS 14665: (Part 2/Sec. 1): 2000 

Electric Traction Lifts Part 2 Code of Practice 
For Installation, Operation And Maintenance 
Section ! Passanger And Goods Lifts 

02 November, 20 i i 

30 November, 2011 

Copies of this Amendment are available with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi- 110002 and Regional Offices: Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch Offices: 


Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, 
Th i ruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: ET 25/1-20] 

R. K. TREHAN, Scientist ‘E’ & Head (Electrotechnical) 


Rf 14 f<«**,2011 

^T.3TT. 3716—RRcfar RTRR> IrRE 1987 fREE 7 ^ REfRER (1 ) ^ 3?gEEE 4 EKrfa REEF tTcT^pRl 

3dmjf4?r eert i ftpfsR wfa RPT^f $ fmm 414 3rg*£ft4 ee; f 4 *RTftR rt f : 

_ 

g;. TOitftra micN tirw (^tf) ^®n, A flushwOT wiftafitfe 

4. *rrcdfa rtret 

3TEEI RTRETI, Rf4 *4, 

Eft wit 4ft e4 

(1) _(2)_(3)_(4)_ 

1, 3E|t^ 6885 (Em) : 2011/33T^TE34 4545-1: 3T1^ TrR 6885 : 1973 30R^3 20U 

2005 ETftEET RfTRTft—'gR Er^TctT EftSER-EFT l 

e 4$TR (RF3T ''fRtefR) 

2. 3^tiR 6885 (RET 2) : 2011/331^41 4545-2: 33r| E/R 7095 : 1973 30ERSsR201l 

2005 EifcEEi RfR^—gR «tV<ikrff E4$m-EFT 2 

e4st°i r^M eh rceier e4 
(EFRT gRftajR) 



( 2 ) 
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3. atnf ^ 6885 (m 3) : 20U/3fl$TST3ft 4545-3 : 3^^ 7097 : 1973 30^*37,201! 

2005 snfarar TfoRT-'qFT 3 

FRtf (WFTT 

ITT FTO qtft TfcFTT RTTrfTR W ^Tt, FFFF TOT, 9, W RTF TOf, Tf 10002, : 

^i, Tgzti ct«tt ym\ wifcri? *. to#*, 

kwK, ttojc tfpjc tztt, ^ tot fir^pRrnpi 3 frofr tg t 1 

[fM : iJHdUl 3/3-72. 74 TO 75] 
Ft. %TfTOt ‘t?V TO { i7T|3t;^t) 

New Delhi, the 14th December, 2011 

S.O. 3716.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. and Year of the Indian Standards 

Established 

No. and year of 

Indian Standards, if 
any, Superseded by the 
New Indian Standard 

Date of Establishment 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

J. 

IS6885(Part 1):2011/IS04545-1:2005 
Metallic Materials—Knoop Hardness test 
Part 1 Test Method (First Revision) 

IS 6885:1973 

30 November, 2011 


IS 5885 (Part 2): 2011/ISO 4545-2:2005 
Metallic Materials—Knoop Hardness test 
Part 2 Vettification and Calibration 
of Testing Machines (First Revision) 

IS 7095:1973 

30 November, 2011 

3. 

IS 6885 (Part 3): 2011 /ISO 4545-3:2005 
Metallic Materials—Knoop Hardness test 
Pail 3 Calibration of Reference Block 
(First Revision) 

IS 7097:1973 

30 November, 2011 


Copy ofthis standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: MTD 3/T-72,74 & 75 ) 
P. GHOSH, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (MTD) 

15 2011 

RT.3TT. 3717,—TOdfa TOTTT ^JFt fTTO, 1987 $ fTOP 7 ^ ^ TO-fTOP (1) ^ (IsT) ^ 3TjFTR 3 TOTffa 
TOFF V,d«vfiRl TO7TT f fi?T TOFFt' 3 FR)TO f^TOI TOT t : 




sfc 

Ft 

toff ^ From afo ^ 

FI#TOf TO FFs^JT 3^7 1crf«l 

FT#TO ^ fofa 

(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


2547 (TOT 2) : 1976 

i. ^nf,20ii 

31 ^nf, 201! 


3115 : 1992 

1. ^Tf,20U 

31 2011 










[HPT 11- 

-3sP7F 3(ii)] 
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0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

9 

If* 

4098 : 1983 

3. ^7^,2011 

31 9ft7T 4, 2011 

4. 

4139 : 1989 

1. 9^,2011 

31 2011 

5. 

10360 : 1982 

4. 9^,2011 

31 ^fnl2011 

6. 

10772 : 1983 

3. Ilf, 2011 

31 ^enf, 2011 


F9 779Tl99t' 97t 9fcT9t HTTcffa HH9T HT99t H99, 9, HFTfC W HFf, 9^ fF?rft-l10002, ttq 9il9fd9l' :9^ 
f^ft, 9^9991, ^srn^, ^9^, "5^ (TOT nrn 999far9f : 3TP79T9I9, 99#7, HT9Td, *J9^9T, 999^7, t4719TF, 

^tptjc, hthjt, ^ tt«it 39^*7 t i 


[ <rl<r^ : 7ll £§1/9^1 M3 J 
H. 9\ tH), <^iiPich ‘u^f ’ 9^ yyta ( f-HPid $VlPi■'-rn) 
New Delhi, the 15th December, 2011 

S.0.3717,—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendment to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 


Scced, 

,0e hereto annexed have been issued : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. and Year of the Indian Standards 

No. and year of the 
Amendment 

Date from which the 

Amendment shall have effect 

7TT 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

2547: (Part 2): 1976 

1, July, 2011 

31 July, 201! 

2 . 

3115:1992 

1. July, 2011 

31 July, 2011 

3 . 

4093:1983 

3. July, 2011 

31 July, 2011 

4 . 

1139:1989 

1. July, 2011 

31 July, 2011 

5 . 

10360:1982 

4. July, 2011 

31 July, 2011 

6. 

10772.1983 

3. July, 2011 

31 July, 2011 


Copy of the Amendments is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[ Ref: CED .'Gazette ] 
A.K.SA1N1, Scientiste T’&Head (Civil Engg,) 

cBfaHT 'MdTrHJ 
31T^FT 

16^77^7,2011 

TST.STT. 3718. — 9f!9dl 9JT9T sf9 (Sffa afo f997H7) 37f?#T99, 1957 (1957 99 20) (fsTR B7TH ITPE 9?9T?} ^99 
Hfaiwi hht t) 9ft m\ 9 9ft ^-httt ( i ) ^ 379 ft 9f) M nrnr 377997 9t «M4Hi 9 ft 3Tf97j997 wm 

99.371. 1672(37) ?JTff^ 20 TJcTTf, 2011 93 ^TTTcT 99 7Tft99, HFT-II, THF 3, 9T9-7^S: (ii), FlfflsJ 21 2011 ft 999f?19 FT9 

'97, “J99 S7f«R^RT ft 4 9W,£ 379 3J9) ft f^rfFcT 9ffH3^3Tr7l)ftt'^ft9T:S7T 1 T7'ft 7Tftt 3Tf999T (fftft F3Tft F7PE 97971} 999 
vffo Tfffi ipTT f) 999 3Tfy1W7 9ft »TRT 10 9ft 99-9771 (] ) 9t 3T9ft, Tlftt f^crftmt ft B^FT, 37lr9Td9> 99 ft 79997 

ft ftfe Ft 99 ft; 

3?l7, 47'sf|9 777997 99 9B 7THT9H Ft 99T t, ftf HBHft 999997^77 fftfats, 7P99PJ7, STtf^TTT (fftft FTlft FT97 99917} 
"399 717997) 9-941 ch^i U9l ■§■) 9 ft fi«t99f Sik ^ldT 99, 9ft 9ftft9 711997 B77 PiPhtI BlftlftPlB 9T79T 3pdd TT91?7, 37^91dd 9779 
91 fdTT 79PTB f; 


4488 G1/11 —12 
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3TrT:, 3R, fTfTR *K<FR, d'<Ff TRf 11 T7-*4RT ( 1) FRf HFtT F7T RRTT RF Pl&I 

Pi ^3,2011 

Pfe'd Rr'tt¥ 4? 7TF? 3T#T TSTt f<T TRT3RT 44 3 44 4 Rl4, 3?*^ :— 

; 1 i W<*k 1 44, 3FRT 3TF#m 4 344 4 3T#r 3R44 4RR, ^qrsf, 3fk 3?k ^4 4 FRcT 4^ 7JI7 

rrI wm 4 4rfa rtfr 4 R4p 4^; 

', ' ' THFlO 44 ~m Tlcf ( 1 ) ^ 3 t4t, 4?4 TTTFK 4 4r Tf 4 FF 3RTR^ F4 ^ 4f3R ^ %T 1^ 3}f4RTl 
FF RFF f4?T ^m^TT rRTT 4 44 STfTOTT 4 4 3*f4Rq 4 WPRT 4 f4 otf44 4 W-tf 3 ‘3WT 

FTRt FFF cb'4 FFR 4 T ft 3fR $4 y=bK Rlfed 3<*1 *jfR "tf "FT RR FT 4 Oid 3Tf*J<*>Ri 4 f4ll FT 3i<F TIFF 

R TTRt MFFT f 4snfNf 4 FTFF TTO, ^ftaPT^TO TRF4 W FFF 44; 

3 Tk'frKl 'FMdl, ^kFR FT Ti^-jcfr RFFlRm) 4t, T^R t®h , h1 3RF o^m 4 RFF R FR !JFK Fifed 34d ^fM Tf R| 
Tff m 4 3#Mi 4 «TTt R’, 4 fTR RTFFT FT RRF7 ^#1' ^RT RT FF4 f4^ 44 ^f#tf 4 TTFF R 
4TTF7FFI Ff, SHfd^ 44; 

( 4 ) RRhlfl 44 4, 44 f RTFFT 4 R^f SppftR 4 f^TT, ^ 4 f4RT 3RF 44 33TT 3TtelTi' qFt 3TdfeT 

+H •Ft VlTFfl RFt 6l'il; 3rk 

■ 5 } PRPTJTt ^fpft, RTF?n 3 tR wft m, ^ft ^RT, FTRt 3TRW7 FT ^?T ^ f^fW ?Nf ^ 

iFT ^TTR RI 3#4#R "FTR, RTFH Fi^Tt I 

[RT. FI. 4301 5/1 7/2009-Ft3TR3TTf^^ r I (7RF-I1)] 

T- FRT, 3RT 


MINISTRY OF COAL 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 16th December, 2011 

S. O. 3718.—Whereas on the publication of the notification of the Government oflntlia in the Ministry of Coal, 
> e r S.O. 1672(E) dated the 20 th July, 2011 published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, Sub-section (ii), dated 
1 st July, 201 I issued under sub-section (1) of Section 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Development) Act, 
'.70 o! 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the land and all rights in or over the land described in the 
Jule appended to the said notification (hereinafter referred to as the said lands) vested absolutely in the Central 
•rnineiit free from all encumbrances under sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the said Act; 

And whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that the Ma’hanadi Coalfields Limited, Sambalpur. Odisha 
■mailer referred to as the Government Company) is willing to comply with such terms and conditions as the Central 
mnment thinks (It to impose in this behalf; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I) of Section 11 of the said Act, the Central 
rrninent hereby direct that the said lands and rights in or over the said lands so vested shall w'ith effect from 2 I st July, 
instead ol continuing to so vest in the Central Government, shall vest in the Government Company, subject to the 
v me terms and conditions, namely ; — 

(!) the Government Company shall reimburse to the Central Government all payments made in respect of 
compensation, interest, damages and the like as determined under the provisions of the said Act; 

a tribunal shall be constituted for the purpose of determining the amounts payable to the Central Government 
by the Government Company under condition (I) and all expenditure incurred in connection with any such 
tribunal and persons appointed to assist the tribunal shall be borne by the Government Company and similarly, 
ail expenditure incurred in respect of all legal proceedings like appeals, etc., for or in connection with the 
mining rights, in or over the said lands, so vesting, shall also be borne by the Government Company; 




[*iron—3(ii>] 


•RHcl 24, 201l/4ta 3, 1933 


v-6; : 

(3) the Government Company shall indemnify the Central Government or its officials against any other expenditure 
that may be necessary in connection with any proceedings by or against the Central Government or ;< 
officials, regarding the rights in or over the said lands so vested : 

(4) the Government Company shall have no power tp transfer the said lands and the mining rights to an; mher 
persons without the prior approval of the Central Government; and 

(5) the Government Company shall abide by such direction and conditions as may be given or imposed by the 
Central Government for particular areas of the said lands, as and when necessary. 

[ F.No. 43015/17/2009-PR1W 1( Vo 1.11)] 
A. K. DAS, Under Secy. 


frjfrfrwn 3fhr yTfftJS) Wrm 

Af 14f<W7,2011 

■g^.31T. 3719.— W&K, TR^TRl (7F3 TTfTFffa u4U'Hf ^ fcm 3Ffm) fipp} f \ 976 fwt 1 () ^ ; 

3 ?k WRTfiFFT RicMpFb' ST? $ 3 Mshfil 47 'C 

so m itfrmrT ^ ~m W<\ ^3 f, srftrejfacr Wt t : - 

3TTOB chldftvR frrfir^S 

!. (fgtm3n9FT), TT?PT 10010 

2. Cf^fupf f jih ife, mK wt 0, vm faznm, 4) <-334006 

3 . (f^?^ 3r«?PT), ^fefFFT 'Celfj 7 TB, strife iff, ^'TUi 

4. ( 3T9FT), 4Ttmivt. fifteen, ^371 ^ ftwft-110041 

5. (fa^H ^MFT), ^T$C TJ3R 9^7* T^TH, 

6. (Iwh 3 mm), #4 "w ^T-m, smv Tte, 4 vmu 4 (iftmimi) 

7. f IWR SHF!), T^^fl, F%7 

8. (fwjR wi), Rfimr srmv vs, vfc w "3m, vwu 

[V. 11011 / 1/2011 nvmhV! 

•snw iTTfpni. -59 p-r;:?; - r.q,. • 

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 14th December, 2011 

S.O. 3719.—in pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for official purposes fa 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies the following offices of the Public Sector Undertakings umtei 
the administrative control of the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas, in which 80 or more per cent ol the dull h-wt 
acquired working knowledge ofHindi.— 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited 

1. (Marketing Division), PalamA.F.S. Sadar Bazar Road, Palam Mode, Delhi Cant. New Delhi-110010 

2. (Marketing Division), lndane Bottling Plant Bikaner, Shri GangaNagar Highway Vill Bichwal. Bik»tnc:-3340;.]-:. 

3. (Marketing Division), lndane Bottling Plant Gurgaon, Jail Road, New Village, Badshahpur. ( iurgu.su 

4. (Marketing Division), C.I.P., Tikrikalan Delhi, Ghevra Mode, New Delhi-! 10041 

5. (Marketing Division), Jaipur A. FS. Air Force Station, Jaipur 

6. (Marketing Division), lndane Bottling Plant Karnal, Kohand Asandh Road. Gurgaon. Kama! (Han anal 

7. (Marketing Division), lndane Bottling Plant Bahaderabad. Industrial Area. 1 laridwar 

8. (Marketing Division), Karnal Area Office. Asandh Road, Vi 11. & Post Gudha. Karnal 

I No. i 10) ) i -’!>! 1 • 1 ■ 

.1ANKI Mil I A. D\ Ducc.^ro ■ . 
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9TC 

24 2011 

^r° 3720.—sftgfrftiS) 1947 

(1947 14) T& mu 17 ^ 3TJ*rc*T 3 

7R3FK %_ y&m ~mZ 

ri^^i % ^ ^ 4Nr sqw $ ftffe aft dfe 

ft W5R 3?f^l4Fr 3lfef>W$W -^Fr^-1, 

^ T41H (ft?ft ftsi 207010) WT%cT t 

7R4TR 21-11-2011 3T<T J3?T 

[ft° 3^-12012/30/2010—371^ m (3#>-II)J 
#?1 TPT, STEFFI aftftaRTft 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 24th November, 2011 

S.O. 3720.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 20/2010) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court-1, 
New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofCANARA BANK and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21/11/2011. 

[No. L-12012/30/2010-1 R(B -11)] 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 
Tel. No. 23473147 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE D1L R. K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVT. 1NDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. I, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 
I D. No. 20/2010 

Shri Ishwar Singh, 

( Special Assistant, Canara Bank) 

Nhakii Nagar branch, 

through Sh. V.K. Agarwal, the President, 

Delhi Pradesh Bank Workers Organisation, 

SOS. Nai Sarak. 

Delhi-110006 


I he Genera] Manager. 

1 Vim Circle Office. Canara Bank. 

AiWii lower. Nehru Place, 

New Delhi. 

Management 

AWARD 

Disproportionate asserts to known source of his 
income were allegedly amassed by Shri Ishwar Singh 


Chhokar, for which a charge-sheet was served upon him 
by the Canara Bank, his employer. Explanation tendered by 
him was found to be insufficient and a domestic enquiry- 
was initiated against him. Enquiry Officer recorded his 
findings to the effect that there were abnormal credit 
transactions, to the extent of Rs. 64.97 lacs in accounts 
maintained by Shri Chhokar, his wife and $on. After 
according him an opportunity to explain facts, the 
Disciplinary'Authority awarded him punishment of bringing 
down to a lower stage in the scale of pay by two stages for 
a period of four years with cumulative effect, vide his order 
dated 30.11.2007, His appeal also came to be dismissed He 
attempted to seek review of the aforesaid order, which 
petition was also declined. A dispute before the Conciliation 
Officer was raised by Shri Chhokar. Since conciliation 
proceedings failed, the appropriate Government referred 
the dispute to this tribunal for adjudication, vide ordei 
No. L-12012/30/2010-IR(B II), New Delhi dated 3rd of June, 
2010 with following terms of reference: 

"Whether the action of the Management of Canara 
Bank, Delhi Circle Office New Delhi in imposing the 
Punishment of bringing down to a lower stage in 
scale of pay by two stages for a pe; iod of four years 
with cumulative effect under chapter XI, regulation 
4(c) of Canara Bank Service code is justified or not? 
What relief the workman concerned is entitled to 
and from which date". 

2. Claim statement was Hied by Shri Chhokar pleading 
therein that charge sheet dated 29th of January, 2007 was 
served upon him by the Deputy General Manager, invoking 
provisions of Chapter XI of regulation 3(m) of Canara Bank 
Service Code (herein after referred to as the Service Code). 
He replied the charge sheet on 13.2.2007, Disciplinary 
authority ordered for a regular enquiry on 28.8.2007 and 
appointed Shri G.B. Narulakar as the Enquiry Officer. Sim 
Kishore Arora was appointed as Presenting Officer The 
Enquiry Officer conducted proceedings and thereafter 
Presenting Officer submitted his written brief on 14.6.2007. 
His defence representative submitted his written brief on 
26.6.2007. The Enquiry 1 Officer submitted his report to the 
Disciplinary'Authority, who iorwarded a copy of that report 
to him. He submitted his representation on 25.7.2007 against 
the report of the Enquiry' Officer. Show cause notice was 
served upon him. Personal hearing was accorded to him on 
29.11.07. Vide order dated 30.11.07, punishment of bringing 
him down to a lower stage in scale of pay by two stages for 
a period of four years, with cumulative effect, was awarded. 
He preferred an appeal on 23.1.2008, which was declined, 
vide order dated 9.6.2008. He preferred a review petition 
against that order, since there was no bar in the rules and 
regulations against a review petition. However his review 
petition was dismissed by an incompetent authority, 
without addressing to the issues raised therein. 

3. The claimant pleads that charge sheet and 
allegations contained therein were based on wrong 
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premises. According to him accounts of his wife and son 
ought not to have been clubbed. Credit summations were 
inflated. Credit cash and credit transfer entries were 
clubbed together which cannot be done. According to him 
these facts made charge sheet illegal. Neither the Enquiry 
Officer nor the Disciplinary Authority nor the Appellate 
Authority applied their mind to the above propositions. 
During the course of enquiry, witnesses examined by him 
explained cash entries in accounts maintained by him, his 
wife and son. The Enquiry' Officer had also recorded a 
finding to the effect that the claimant has been able to 
explain the cash entries. Other entries were neither the 
subject matter of the charge sheet nor the enquiry. His 
income from his salary and other negotiable instruments 
were not taken into account, which resulted in prejudice to 
him. He raised an issue that charge sheet was served upon 
him after 8 years, which the bank cannot do. The findings 
recorded by the Enquiry Office were based on no evidence, 
hence perverse. He also questions the punishment awarded 
to him pleading that no such punishment is provided in the 
Service Code. He claimed that punishment awarded to him 
may be set aside and his pay may be restored to its original 
position 

4. The bank demurred the claim pleading that on 
receipt of written complaint against the claimant, in respect 
of abnormal transactions in his bank accounts, an 
investigation was conducted. Shri B. Chandra Shekharan 
and R. Mohan submitted their report dated 17.11.2006, out 
of which it came to light that the claimant was having 
transactions and credits in his accounts as well as in 
accounts of his wife and son, which were disproportionate 
to his known sources of income. His explanation was called, 
vide letter dated 21.11.2006. Reply dated 1.12.2006 was 
found not to be satisfactory. Hence charge sheet dated 
29.1.2007 was issued. 

The enquiry was conducted in accordance with 
principles of natural justice, by affording reasonable 
opportunities to the claimant to prove his innocence. 
Enquiry- Officer recorded his findings, copy of which report 
was sent to the Disciplinary Authority. On consideration 
of comments submitted by the claimant, punishment of 
bringing him down to lower stage in scale of pay by two 
stages for a period of four years with cumulative effect was 
awarded to him, vide order dated 30.11.2007. His appeal 
was rejected by the Appellate Authority on 17.6.2008. He 
preferred a review petition which stood rejected vide order 
dated 17.10.2008, since there was no provision in the 
Service Code for a review. He filed a writ petition before 
High Court of Delhi, which was withdrawn by him since he 
had approached the authority under the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (in short the Act). It has been pointed out that 
service record of the claimant has not been clean, since 
punishments were awarded to him in past also. A gross 
misconduct was committed by the claimant and punishment 
awarded to him commensurate to his misconduct. It has 


been projected that the claimant is not entitled to any relief 
and his claim statement may be rejected. 

5. On pleadings of the parties, following issues were 
settled: 

1. Whether the enquiry conducted by the 
management was just, fair and proper? 

2. As in terms of reference. 

3. Relief. 

6. Issue No. 1, treated as preliminary' issue, was 
decided in favour of the claimant and against the bank vide 
order dated 25.8.2010. 

7. In order to prove misconduct of Shri Chhokar, Shri 
A jay Garg and Shri Ajeet Kumar Srivastava were examined 
by the bank. Shri Rajesh Sharma. Smt. Brahm Bala and the 
claimant entered the witness box in rebuttal. No other 
witness w as examined by cither of the parties. 

8. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri Rajat At ora, 
authorised representative, raised his submissions on behalf 
of the bank. Shri Amit Punj, authorised representative, 
presented facts on behalf of the claimant. Written 
submissions were also bled on behalf of the claimant. 1 
have given my careful considerations to the arguments 
advanced at the bar and cautiously perused the record. 
My findings on issues involved in the controversy are as 
follows. 

9. At the outset it would be considered as to whether 
the bank has a right to prove misconduct of the claimant 
before this Tribunal, when the enquiry' conducted by the 
bank is found to be vitiated. Four standards were delineated 
by the Labour Appellate Tribunal in Buckingham & Carnatic 
Company Limited (1952 L.A.C. 490) to render managerial 
right of taking disciplinary action vulnerable, namely, 
(i) where there is a want of bona Tides, or (ii) when it is a 
case of victimization or unfair labour practice or violation 
of the principles of natural justice, or (iii) when there is 
basic error of facts, or (iv) when there has been a perverse 
finding on the materials. This articulation was adopted by 
the Apex Court with slight modification in Indian Iron and 
Steel Company Ltd. [1958(1) LLJ 260], without any 
acknowledgement to the precedent in Buckingham & 
Carnatic case (supra), wherein it was ruled that the power 
of the management to direct its own internal administration 
and discipline was not unlimited and liable to be interfered 
with by industrial adjudication when a dispute arises to 
see whether termination of services of a workman is justified 
and to give appropriate relief. However, it was announced 
that the jurisdiction of an Industrial Tribunal to interfere 
with the managerial prerogative of taking disciplinary action 
is not of appellate nature as the legislature has not chosen 
to confer such jurisdiction upon it. Hence Tribunal could 
not substitute its own judgement for that of the 
management. The Court laid down that in the following 
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circumstances as industrial adjudicator can interfere with 
the disciplinary action taken by the employer: (1) when 
there is want of good faith, (2) when there was victimization 
or unfair labour practice, (3) when the management had 
been guilty of a basic error or violation of the principles of 
natural justice, or (4) when on the materials, the finding 
was completely baseless or perverse. 

10. Enunciation (I) and (2), referred above, are 
addressed to the bona fides of the employer in initiating 
the action and inflicting the punishment, while postulates 
(3) and (4) are addressed to domestic enquiry. Therefore, 
an employer is required to act bona-fide in initiating 
disciplinary action as well as in inflicting the punishment. 
In initiating the action, the alleged act of misconduct should 
not be a ruse for something else, such as the trade union 
activities of the workman or employers dislike of him for 
some personal reasons. The action should not be motivated 
by vindictiveness or ulterior purpose, so as to smack for 
victimization or unfair labour practice. Likew ise in the matter 
of inflicting punishment, the employer should act fairly. 
In case punishment awarded is so shockingly 
disproportionate to the act of the misconduct, as no 
reasonable man would ever impose that itself may lead to 
an inference of mala fides , victimization or unfair labour 
practice. In holding enquiry, the Enquiry Officer must 
comply with the rules of natural justice. He must not be a 
biased person and give reasonable opportunity to both 
sides for being heard. His findings should not be baseless 
or perverse. 

11. -In Ramswarth Sinha (1954 L.A.C. 697) the Labour 
Appellate Tribunal recognized the right of the management 
to ask for permission to adduce evidence before the Tribunal 
to justify its action in a "no enquiry" case. Following that 
proposition the Apex Court equated the cases of "Defective 
enquiry" with "no enquiry" cases and ruled that in either 
cases, the Tribunal have jurisdiction to go into the merits 
of the case on the basis of evidence adduced before it by 
the parties. Reference can be made to the precedent in 
Motipur Sugar Factory Pvt. Ltd. [1965(2) LLJ 162] where 
the employer had held no enquiry at all before the dismissal 
and, therefore, adduced evidence to justify its action before 
the Tribunal, which decision was upheld. The Apex Court 
discarded the plea on behalf of the workman that since no 
enquiry' at all had been held by the employer, it had no right 
to adduce evidence to justify its stand before the Tribunal. 
In Ritz Theatre [ 1962 (II) LLJ 498] it was ruled by the Supreme 
Court that the Tribunal would be justified to go to the 
merits of the case and decide for itself on the basis of the 
evidence adduced whether the charges have indeed been 
made out. It announced that it would neither be fair to the 
management nor fair to the workman himself in such a case 
that the Tribunal should refuse to take the evidence and 
thereby drive the management to pass through the whole 
process of holding the enquiry all over again. Reference 
can also be made to the precedent in Bharat Sugar Mills 


Ltd. [1961 (II)LLJ 644]. 

12. In Delhi Cloth and Genera 5 Mills Co. [ I972( 1) LLJ 
180] Apex Court considered the catena of decisions over 
the subject and laid down the following principles: 

"(I) If no domestic enquiry had been held by the 
management, or if the management makes it clear 
that it does not rely upon any domestic enquiry that 
may have been held by it. it is entitled to straightaway 
adduce evidence before the Tribunal justifying its 
action. The Tribunal is bount to consider that 
evidence so adduced before it, on merits, and give a 
decision thereon. In such a case, it is not necessary' 
for the Tribunal to consider the validity of the 
domestic enquiry- as the employer himself does not 
rely on it. 

(2) If a domestic enquiry had been held, it is open to 
the management to rely upon the domestic enquiry 
held by it, in the first instance, and alternatively and 
w'ithout prejudice to its plea that the enquiry is proper 
and binding, simultaneously adduce additional 
evidence before the Tribunal justifying its action. In 
such a case no inference can be drawn, without 
anything more, that the management has given up 
the enquiry conducted by it. 

(3) When the management relies on the enquiry 
conducted by it, and also simultaneously adduces 
evidence before the Tribunal, without prejudice to 
its plea that the enquiry proceedings are proper, it is 
the duty of the Tribunal, in the first instance, to 
consider whether the enquiry proceedings 
conducted by the management, are valid and proper. 
If the Tribunal is satisfied that the enquiry 
proceedings have been held properly and are valid, 
the question of considering the evidence adduced 
before it on merits, no longer survives. It is only 
when the Tribunal holds that the enquiry' proceedings 
have not been properly held, that it derives 
jurisdiction to deal with the merits of the dispute and 
in such a case it has to consider the evidence adduced 
before it by the management and decide the matter 
on the basis of such evidence. 

(4) When the domestic enquiry' has been held by the 
management and the management relies on the same, 
it is open to the latter to request the Tribunal to try 
the validity of the domestic enquiry as a preliminary 
issue and also ask for an opportunity to adduce 
evidence before the Tribunal, if the finding on the 
preliminary issue is against the management. 
However, elaborate and cumbersome the procedure 
may be, under such circumstances, it is open to the 
Tribunal to deal, in the first instance, as a preliminary 
issue the validity of the domestic enquiry. If its 
findings on the preliminary issue is in favour of the 
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management, then no additional evidence need be 
cited by the management. But, if the finding on the 
preliminary issue is against the management, the 
Tribunal will have to give the employer an 
opportunity to cite additional evidence and also give 
a similar opportunity to the employee to lead evidence 
contra, as the request to adduce evidence had been 
made by the management to the Tribunal during the 
course of the proceedings and before the trial has 
come to an end. When the preliminary issue is decided 
against the management and the latter leads evidence 
before the Tribunal, the position under such 
circumstances, will be, that the management is 
deprived of the benefit of having the findings of the 
domestic tribunal being accepted as primafacie proof 
of the alleged misc onduct. On the other hand, the 
management will have to prove, by adducing proper 
evidence, that the workman is guilty of misconduct 
and that the action taken by it is proper. It will not be 
just and fair either to the management or to the 
workman that the Tribunal should refuse to take 
evidence and thereby ask the management to take 
further action, after holding a proper enquiry, and 
deprive the workman of the benefit of the Tribunal 
itself being satisfied, on evidence adduced before it, 
that he was or was not guilty of the alleged 
misconduct. 

(5) The management has got a right to attempt to 
sustain its order by adducing independent evidence 
before "he Tribunal. But the management should avail 
itself of the said opportunity by making a suitable 
request to the Tribunal before the proceedings are 
closed. If no such opportunity has been availed of, 
or asked for by the management, before the 
pro.eedings are closed, the employer can make no 
grievance that the Tribunal did not provide such an 
opportunity. The Tribunal will have before it only 
the enquiry proceedings and it has to decide whether 
the proceedings have been held properly and the 
findings recorded therein are also proper. 

(6) If the employer relies only on the domestic enquiry 
and does not simultaneously lead additional 
evidence or ask for an opportunity during the 
pendency of the proceedings to adduce such 
evidence, the duty of the Tribunal is only to consider 
the validity' of the domestic enquiry as well as the 
finding recorded therein and decide the matter. If the 
Tribunal decides that the domestic enquiry' has not 
been held properly, it is not its function to invite suo 
motu the employer to adduce evidence before it to 
justify the action taken by it. 

(7) The above principles apply to the proceedings 
before the Tribunal, which have come before it either 
on a reference under Section 10 or by way of an 


application under Section 33 of the Act. 

13. Keeping in view the proposition laid by the Apex 
Court in Delhi Cloth and General Mills Co. (supra), the 
Parliament inserted section 11-A in the Act, which came 
into force w. e.f 15th of December, 1971. In the statement of 
objects and reasons for inserting section 11-A, it was stated: 

'Tn Indian Iron and Steel Company Limited and 
Another Vs. Their Workmen (AIR 1958 S.C. 130 at p. 
138), the Supreme Court, while considering the 
Tribunal's power to interfere with the management’s 
decision to dismiss, discharge or terminate the 
services of a workman, has observed that in case of 
dismissal on misconduct, the Tribunal does not act 
as a court of appeal and substitute its own judgment 
for that of the management and that the Tribunal will 
interfere only when there is want of good faith, 
victimization, unfair labour practice, etc., on the part 
of the management. 

2. The International Labour Organisation, in its 
recommendation (No. 119) concerning Termination 
of employment at the initiative of the employer’ 
adopted in June 1963, has recommended that a worker 
aggrieved by the termination of his employment 
should be entitled to appeal against the termination 
among others, to a neutral body such as an arbitrator, 
a court, an arbitration committee or a similar body 
and that the neutral body concerned should be 
empowered to examine the reasons given in the 
termination of employment and the other 
circumstances relating to the case and to render a 
decision on the justification of the termination. The 
International Labour Organisation has further 
recommended that the neutral body should be 
empowered (if it finds that the termination of 
employment was unjustified) to order that the worker 
concerned, unless reinstated with unpaid wages, 
should be paid adequate compensation or afforded 
some other relief. 

3. In accordance with these recommendations, it is 

considered that the Tribunal's power in an 
adjudication proceeding relating to discharge or 
dismissal of a workman should not be limited and 
that the Tribunal should have the power, in cases 
wherever necessary to set aside the order of 
discharge or dismissal and direct reinstatement of 
the workman on such terms and conditions, if any, 
as it thinks fit or give such other reliefs to the 
workman including the award of any lesser 
punishment in lieu of discharge or dismissal as the 
circumstances of the case may require. For this 
purpose, a new Section 11-A is proposed to be 
inserted in the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.". 

14. After insertion of section 11-A, the Apex Court 
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summed up the law in the case of Firestone Tyre and Rubber 
Co. [1973 (1) LLJ 278] in the following propositions: 

"(1) The right to take disciplinary action and to decide 
upon the quantum of punishment are mainly 
managerial functions, but if a dispute is referred to a 
Tribunal, the latter has power to see if action of the 
employer is justified. 

(2) Before imposing the punishment, as employer is 
expected to conduct a proper enquiry in accordance 
with the provisions of the Standing Orders, if 
applicable, and principles of natural justice. The 
enquiry should not be an empty formality. 

(3) When a proper enquiry has been held by an 
employer, and the finding of misconduct is a plausible 
conclusion flowing from the evidence, adduced at 
the said enquiry, the Tribunal has no jurisdiction to 
sit in judgement over the decision of the employer as 
an appellate body. The interference with the decision 
of the employer will be justified only when the 
findings arrived at in the enquiry are perverse or the 
management it- guilty of victimization, unfair labour 
practice or mat a fide. 

(4) Even if no en quiry has been held by an employer 
or if the enquiry h eld by him is found to be defective, 
the Triubunal in order to satisfy itself about the 
legality and validity of the order, had to give an 
opportunity to the employer and employer to adduce 
evidence before it. It is open to the employer to 
adduce evidence ‘or the first time justifying his 
action, and it is open to the employee to adduce 
evidence contra. 

(5) The effect of an employer not holding an enquiry 
is that the Tribunal .vould not have to consider only 
whether there was i prima facie case. On the other 
hand, the issue about the merits of the impugned 
order of dismissal o r discharge is at large before the 
Tribunal and the hitter, on the evidence adduced 
before it, has to decide for itself whether the 
misconduct alleged is proved. In such cases, the 
point about the exerc ise of managerial functions does 
not arise at all. A case of defective enquiry stands on 
the same footing as no enquiry. 

(6) The Tribunal gets jurisdiction to consider the 
evidence placed before it for the first time in 
justification of the action taken only, if no enquiry 
has been held or after the enquiry conducted by an 
employer is found to be defective. 

(7) It has never been recognized that the Tribunal 
should straightaway, without anything more, direct 
reinstatement of a dismissed ordischarged employee, 
once it is found that no domestic enquiry has been 
held or the said enquiry is found to be defective. 


(8) An employer, who wants to avail himself of the 
opportunity of adducing evidence for the first time 
before the Tribunal to justify his action, should ask 
for it at the appropriate stage. If such an opportunity 
is asked for, the Tribunal has no power to refuse. 
The giving of an opportunity to an employer to 
adduce evidence for the first time before the Tribunal 
is in the interest of both the management and the 
employee and to enable the Tribunal itself to be 
satisfied about the alleged misconduct. 

(9) Once the misconduct is proved either in the 
enquiry conducted by an employer or by the evidence 
placed before a Tribunal for the first time, punishment 
imposed cannot, be interfered with by the Tribunal 
except in cases where the punishment is so harsh as 
to suggest victimization. 

(10) In a particular case, after setting aside the order 
of dismissal, whether a workman should be reinstated 
or paid compensation is, as held by this Court in 
The Management of Panitole Tea Estate Vs. The 
Workmen, within the judicial decision of a Labour 
Court or Tribunal". 

15. As pointed out above punishment of "bringing 
down to a lower stage in scale of pay by two stages for a 
period of four years with cumulative effect" was awarded 
to the claimant. It is not a case of award of punishment of 
discharge or dismissal, thereby invoking the provisions of 
section 11-A of the Act. Case of the claimant is to be 
considered on the basis of the law laid in the precedents 
handed down prior to the insertion of section 11 -A of the 
Act. As detailed above, previously when an employer held 
a valid enquiry before passing an order for dismissal, the 
Tribunal had no power to interfere with the punishment 
unless it was vitiated by one of the four infirmities laid on 
Indian Iron and Steel Company (supra). The conduct of 
the enquiry and imposition of the punishment were all 
considered to be managerial functions and the Tribunal 
had no power to interfere, unless the findings were perverse 
or the punishment was shockingly disproportionate. Now 
section 11 -A of the Act gives two folds powers to the 
Tribunal, firstly, it is virtual power of appeal against finding 
of fact made by the Enquiry Officer in his report with regard 
to appreciation of evidence and conclusion on facts, and 
secondly, it is power of reappraisal of quantum of 
punishment. However, the present case is to be considered 
in the light of the precedent laid by the Apex Court in Delhi 
Cloth and General Mills Co. (supra). Though that case was 
also a case of dismissal, yet proposition laid by the Apex 
Court therein were general, which apply to all type of cases, 
wherein punishment other than discharge or dismissal are 
awarded by the employer to an employee. Law' laid down in 
the said precedent still holds water. Hence it is concluded 
that when a domestic enquiry is found to be irregular, invalid 
or improper the Tribunal had to give an opportunity to the 
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employer to prove his case and in doing so the Tribunal 
had to try the merits of the case. Consequently it is 
announced that the bank was justified in adducing 
evidence to prove misconduct of the claimant before the 
Tribunal. 

16. On turning to present controversy, scrutiny of 
facts unfolded by Shri Ajay Garg highlight that charts, 
depicting salary of the claimant from November 1977 till 
September 1996 and October 1996 till December 2006, have 
been proved by him as Ex. MW2/1 and Ex. MW2/2 
respectively. These charts are certified by Shri Ajit Kumar 
Srivastava under die Bankers' Book Evidence Act 1891. As 
per contents of these charts, salary paid to the claimant 
from November 1977 till December 2006 comes to 
Rs. 17,10,825/-. His national expenses were arrived at 
Rs. 11,403,40.70 for the period, referred above, as detailed 
in chart Ex. MM2/3. He proves salary statements of the 
claimant from April 2003 to December 2006 as Ex. MW2/4 
to Ex. MW2/23. Ex. MW2/3 to Ex. MW 2/23 are also certified 
under the Bankers' Book Evidence Act, 1891. 

17. Shri Garg went on to detail that Shri Ishwar Singh 
Chhokar was maintaining seven accounts in Chandani 
Chowk Fatehpuri branch of the bank, account statement in 
respect the above accounts are Ex. MW2/24 to Ex. MW2/ 
30. Out of the accounts, referred above, one account was 
in the name of his wife, namely, Smt. Ved Wati while the 
other account was in the name of his son Rahul. On 
31.12.2006, claimant was running only five accounts 
including accounts of his wife and son. He details that in 
Saving Bank Account No. 25388, maintained in the name of 
Smt. Ved Wati, a sum of Rs. 26,831.49 was lying deposited 
as on 31.12.2006, while a sum of Rs. 36,371.50 was lying 
deposited in account No. 25805, maintained in the name of 
his son. In Saving Bank Account No. 25388 there was a 
credit entry of Rs. 47 ,500/- on 17.1.2004. There were other 
credit entries in the said account, which were of Rs. 17,195/- 
on 21.1.2004, Rs. 13,155/- on 21.1.2004, Rs. 23,000/- on 

6.2.2004, Rs. 10,000/-on 7.2.2004, Rs. 53,000/-on 26.2.2004 
and Rs. 23,000/- on 26.2.2004, which credit entries were 
abnormal. 

18. In Saving Bank Account No. 25805 there was a 
credit entry of Rs. 38,000/- on 3.8.2006, deposes Shri Garg. 
There was other credit entry in the said account for 
Rs. 80,000/-on 13.10.2006. In the same manner in account 
No. 2281 there was a credit entry of Rs. 100,000 on 29.8.2005. 
Similarly there were credit entries for Rs. 41,227/- on 
24.10.2005, Rs. 72,664/- on 2.11.2004, Rs. 1,50,000/- on 

19.11.2004, Rs. 1,20,000/- on 22.11.2004, Rs. 1,00,000/- on 

23.11.2004, Rs. 2,00,000/- on 27.11.2004, Rs. 2,00,000/- on 
27.1 1.2004 and Rs. 1,00.000/- on 29.11.2004 unfolds 
Shri Garg. 

19. However he concedes that in OD Account No. 
2281 there was a debit entry of Rs. 1,06,022.73 on 31.12.2006. 
During the course of his cross-examination, he makes a 


candid admission that he could not prove any case against 
the claimant concerning disproportionate asserts acquired 
by him. It is also admitted by him that on 27.11.2004 the 
claimant made a payment of Rs. 9,66,110/- to the DDA from 
his account by way of demand draft. It was also not 
'disputed by him that credit entries in the accounts of die 
claimant, his wife and son were not verified to know the 
sources of those entries. 

20. Shri Ajit Kumar Srivastava declares that account 
statement Ex. MW2/4 to Ex. MW2/30 were prepared and 
certified by him under the Bankers' Book Evidence Act 
1891. An anonymous complaint Ex. MW3/1 was received 
against the claimant. Investigation on that complaint was 
conducted by Shri GS. Ravi Sudhakar, who submitted his 
report Ex. MW3/2 in that regard. Shri Ravi concluded in his 
report that there were abnormal transactions in the accounts 
maintained by the claimant, his wife and son. During the 
course of his cross-examination, he unfolds that he has 
not verified source of credit entries in the accounts of the 
claimant, his wife and son. He concludes that no document 
is available with the bank to suggest that the claimant was 
engaged in any business or profession, other than his 
service. 

21. Shri Rajesh Sharma deposes that on 29.11.2004 
Shri Ishwar Singh borrowed a sum of Rs. 1,00,000/- from 
him, which amount was paid by him through a cheque 
drawn on account No. 25184, maintained at Chandni Chowk 
Fatehpuri branch of the bank. He projects that the borrowed 
money was returned by the claimant in five-six months in 
cash, which amount was not deposited by him in the 
aforesaid account. He asserts that no interest was charged 
from Shri Ishwar Singh, as and when be borrowed money 
from him. He announces that Shri Ishwar Singh is the class¬ 
mate of his uncle, which fact led him to advance money 
and not to charge any interest on it. 

22. Smt. Brahm Bala, sister-in-law of the claimant, 
announces that the claimant borrowed a sum of 
Rs. 1,20,000/- from her on 22.11.2004 and returned the 
amount on 29.11.2004. She admits that the aforesaid amount 
was withdrawn by her from the account on 7.12.2004 and 

10.12.2004. She offers an explanation that it was so done, 
since her house was under construction in those days. 
She also concedes that a sum of Rs. 34,000/- was also 
deposited in her account by way of transfer from the 
account of smt. Ved Wati. 

23. In his affidavit Ex. WW3/A, tendered as evidence, 
the claimant details that various loan facilities were availed 
by him from the bank, which have been enlisted by him to 
Ex. WW3/2. Accordingly to him, he had invested amounts 
in various investment scheme like R. Ds, K.D.R. etc., details 
of which are given in Ex. WW3/3. He claims to have given 
details of his investments in various schemes like LIC, UL1P, 
UTl, debentures, bonds and shares etc. in Ex. WW3/4. His 
Wife Ved Wati, an Aanganwadi, worker, earns Rs. 3200 per 
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month, besides being engaged in business of dairy 
products etc, agitates Shri Chhokar. His son was employed 
with a soft drink company, from where he used to earn 
Rs. 6000/- per month, besides being engaged in the 
business of property dealing. He has one third share in 
12 acres of agricultural land, out of which he has an income 
of Rs. 33,000 to 40,000 per annum. He give details of alleged 
friendly loans taken by him from various persons in Ex. 
WW3/A. According to him entries in the accounts 
maintained by him were pertaining the amounts, so 
borrowed. He claims that he never indulged in any kind of 
avocation, business or other activity', outside the scope of 
his duties. 

24. When facts unfolded by the claimant in his 
affidavit Ex. WW3/A were purified by an ordeal of cross- 
examination, he conceded that in his O.D. Account No. 
2281 a sum of rupees nine or nine and a half lacs were 
deposited from 21.10.2004. to 29.11.2004. He further 
concedes that out of the aforesaid amount a sum of roughly 
three lacs were deposited in cash. He borrowed a sum of 
rupees one lac twenty thousand in cash from Smt. Brahahi 
Bala. He paid a sum of Rs. 9,166,110/- to D0A on 27.11.2004 
towards installment of a flat. He has borrowed a sum of 
Rs. 1,50,000 from his brorther Beni Ram and a sum of 
Rs. 1,00,000/- from his elder brother Sunhara. He had 
retruned borrowed money to Smt. Braham Bala on 

29.11.2004, within six days. He concedes that he used to 
lend money to various persons and used to charge interest 
on borrowed money. He admits that he had no disclosed to 
the bank that he used to lend money and charge interest. 
He concedes that he had committed a mistake in that regard. 

25. Facts, unfolded by Shri Garg, proved by 
Shri Srivastawa through account statements Ex. MW2/4 to 
Ex. MW2/30 and those conceded by the claimant, make it 
clear that there were abnormal credit entries in the accounts 
maintained by the claimant, his wife and son. However an 
explanation has been offered by the claimant that he 
borrowed money from his brothers, relations and friends 
to pay installment of flat, allotted to him by the DDA. It is 
not a disputed fact that on 27.11.2004, he paid a sum of 
Rs. 96,6110/- to DDA by way of demand drafts. Whether 
those abnormal credit entries were there in the accounts, 
owing to borrowing made by the claimant? Onus was there 
on the bank to establish that those credit entries were 
abnormal, giving an inference that the claimant was doing 
some business outside the scope of his duties. To discharge 
onus, the bank brough Shri Garg in the witness box. At the 
cost of repetition it is said that Shri Garg deposed that in 
Saving Bank Account No. 25388 there was a credit entry of 
Rs. 47,500/- on 17.1.2004. There were other credit entries in 
the said account of Rs. 17,195/- on 21.1.2004, Rs. 13,155/- 
on 21.1.2004, Rs. 23,000/- on 6.2.2004, Rs. 10,000/- on 

7.2.2004, Rs. 53,000/- on 26.2.2004 and Rs. 23,000/- on 

26.2.2004, which credit entries were abnormal. 


26. It was announced by Shri Garg that in Saving 
Bank Account No. 25805 there was a credit entry of 
Rs. 38,000/- on 3.8.2006. There was other credit entry in the 
said account Rs. 80,000/- on 13.10.2006. In the same manner 
in account No. 228! there was a credit entry of Rs. 1.00,000 
on 29.8.2005. Similarly there were credit entries which are 
ofRs. 41227/- on 24.10.2005, Rs. 72,664/- on 2.11.2004, 
Rs. 1,50,000/-on 19.11.2004, Rs., 1,20,000/-on 22.11.2004, 
Rs. 1,00,000/- on 23.11.2004, Rs. 2,00,000/- on 27.11.2004, 
and Rs. 1,00,000 /- on 29.11.2004, highlight Shri Garg. 

27. Whether non-verfication of these credit entries 
to know their sources, as testified by Shri Garg and 
Srivastawa, would led this Tribunal to record facts in favour 
of the claimant? Answer lies in negative. Reasons are plain 
and simple. Claimant admits in his testimony that he used 
to lend money and charge interest oh Its. He further 
concedes that he never informed the bank in that regard 
and committed a triistake. These facts make it clear that the 
claimant was ihvolved in money lending business, without 
seeking any permission from the bank, his employer. To 
lend money on interest is a business activity, in which the 
claimant was engaged. It was outside the scope of his 
duty. He was engaged in that business activity, without 
written permission of the bank. 

28. The employer bank advances money to its 
customer oh interest. The claimant was expected to promote 
interest on the bank in connections with which he was 
employed. He was duty bound to serve the bank with good 
faith and fidelity. Instead of being honest and sincere to 
the bank, he was engaged in money lending business in 
contradiction of the interest of his employer. His acts were 
averse to the interest of the bank. Therefore it is crystal 
clear that the claimant was doing acts which were prejudicial 
to the interest of the bank. 

29. During the course of adducing evidence and 
raising submissions in the matter, the bank dropped the 
charges of amassing disproportionate asserts to know 
sources of his income against the claimant. However 
charges of engaging in business outside the scope of his 
duties and doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the bank 
has been established against the claimant. Therefore , it is 
concluded that the bank has been able to prove gross- 
misconduct against the claimant, as defined in regulation 
3(b) and 3(m) of chapter XI of the Service Code. 

30. What punishment would suit the claimant? 
Regulation4 of the Service Code enlists punishments, which 
may be awarded to an employee found guilty of gross- 
misconduct. The punishment, so detailed, are extracted 
thus: 

■‘4. An employee found guilty of gross-misconduct 

may: 

(a) be dismissed without notice, or 
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(b) be removed from service with superannuation 
benefits i.e. Pension and/or Provident Fund and 
Gratuity as would be due otherwise under the Rules 
or Regulations prevailing at the relevant time and 
without disqualification from future employment; or 

(c) be compulsorily retired with superannuation 
benefits i.e. Pension and Provident Fund and Gratuity 
as would be due otherwise under the Rules of 
Regulations prevailing at the relevant time and 
without disqualification from future employment; or 

(d) be discharged from service w ith superannuation 
benefits i.e. Pension and/or Provident Fund and 
Gratuity as would be due otherwise under the Rules 
or Regulations prevailing at the relevant time and 
without disqualification from future employment; or 

(e) be brought down to lower stage in the scale of 
pay up to a maximum of two stages; or 

(f) have his increment/s stopped with or without 
cumulative effect; or 

(g) have his special pay withdrawn; or 

(h) be warned or censured, or have an adverse remark 
entered against him; or 

(i) be fined". 

31. Punishment awarded to the claimant by the bank 
was of "bringing down to a lower stage in scale of pay by 
two stages for a period of four years with cumulative effect”. 
As emerge out, the bank multiplied the punishment by 
clubbing those which are coined by regulation 4(e) and 
4(f) of the Service Code. As noticed disjunctive word "or" 
has been used time and again to separate all clauses (a) to 
(i) of regulation 4 of the Service Code. Use of word "or” in 
between clauses (a) to (i) of the aforesaid regulation makes 
intention of the drafters of the regulations manifest to this 
effect that these clauses or use of word "or” in between 
those clauses do not produce any grammatical distortion 
in ascertaining intention of the drafters. One cannot say 
that reading of "or” as "or” in between the clauses, referred 
above, would produce an absurd result. There are no 
circumstances which would oblige this Tribunal to read 
"or" as "and" in between the clauses, referred above. 
Therefore clauses (a) to (i) of regulation 4 of the Service 
Code, which are separated by "or", are to be read in 
alternative to each other. Punishment, awarded to the 
claimant, makes it clear that the bank read word "or" as 
"and" and gave cumulative effect to the provisions of 
clauses (e) and (f) of regulation 4 of the Service Code. 
Award of punishment by giving cumulative effect to these 
two clauses of aforesaid regulation cannot be said either 
to be legal or justified. 

32. Misconducts, coined by clauses (b) and (m) of 
regulation 3 of the Service Code, have been committed by 


the claimant. As detailed above, misconduct of engaging 
in business, outside the scope of duties, is committed by 
series of acts, any of which act may amount to misconduct 
of doing an act prejudicial to the interest of the bank. 
Therefore it emerges that a number of acts were committed 
by the claimant, all of which are misconducts both 
collectively as well as individually. What punishment or 
penalty may be awarded for such misconducts? No 
provision is there in regulation 4 of the Service Code for 
such a situation. On the other hand paragraph second of 
regulation 6 contemplates that a workman found guilty of 
misconduct, whether gross or minor, shall not be given 
more than one punishment in respect of any one charge. 
Though the bank may argue that different charges have 
been proved against the claimant, yet misconducts, referred 
above, show organic connection of acts with a result 
differing from the element. In such a situation it is clear that 
misconduct of engaging oneself in business of money 
lending, while being an employee of the bank, outside the 
scope of one’s duties, would fall within the mischief of 
clauses (b) and (m) of regulation 3 of the Service Code. 
Which misconduct cannot be punished separately, for he 
would be punished several times over for the same act. 

33. Section 26 of the General Clauses Act, 1897 is 
based on the principle that if a person is made to undergo 
punishment more than once for the same act, there would 
be harassment beyond limits. The said section enacts; 
"where an act or omission constitutes an offence under 
two or more enactments, than the offender shall be liable to 
be prosecuted and punished under either or any of those 
enactments, but shall not be liable to be punished twice for 
the same offence". Applying the analogy of law enacted in 
the aforesaid section, it is concluded that the claimant 
cannot be punished twice for the misconduct of engaging 
himself in business of money lending, outside the scope of 
his duties, terming it to be a separate misconduct of doing 
acts prejudicial to the interest of the bank. 

34. Now the Tribunal would undertake the exercise 
of awarding punishment to the claimant. As referred above, 
the bank awarded punishment of bringing him down to a 
lower stage in scale of pay by two stages and further 
multiplied it with "for a period of four years with cumulative 
effect". In my considered opinion, the first part of the 
punishment would meet the ends of justice. Therefore 
punishment of bringing the claimant down to a lower stage 
in the scale of pay by two stages is awarded to the claimant, 
which punishment would relate back to 30.11.2007, the date 
on which punishment was awarded to him by the bank. An 
award is accordingly passed. 

Dated; 03-11-2011 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
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New D^lhi, the 25th November 2011 

S.O.3721.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. LC No. 158/2002) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
HYDERABAD now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of UNION BANK OF INDIA and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21/09/2011. 

[No. D39025/1/2010-IR(B-II)] 
, SHLt SH RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR 
COURT AT HY DER ABAD 

Present:— Shri Ved Prakash Gaur 
Presiding Officer 

Dated the 27th day of July, 2011 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 158/2002 

Between: 

Smt. Cidaga Ramanamma, 

W/o C. Raju, 

D. No. 50-73-19, Seethammapeta, 

Visakhapatnam. .Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Regional Manager, 

Union Bank of India, 

Visakhapatnam. 

2. The Branch Manager, 

Union Bank of India,, 

Visakhapatnam. .Respondents 

Appearances: 


For the Petitioner : M/s. L. Krishna & N. Vasant Kumar, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. M.N. Aditya &. 

D. Nagabhushana Rao, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

This petition under Sec. 2 A (2) of the LD. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Smt. C. Ramanamma alleged ex. employee 
of Union Bank of India for setting aside her dismissal order 
and to take her back into service with full back wages. 

2. It has been alleged by the Petitioner workman that 
he was engaged by Union Bank of India, SSI branch on 
22.3.1995 as attender and she was discharging her duties 
without blemishlessness to the satisfaction of her superiors 
at Dwarakanagar branch, later on she was transferred to 
SSI branch near Apsara Road, Opp: Vaartha Daily 
Newspaper, Visakhapatnam. The Management some time 
entrusted to Petitioner to purchase stationery from 
Goutham Books & Stationery Shop through the applicant 
and bank management used to pay necessary charges. 

3. Initially the Petitioner was getting Rs. 25/- per day 
which was enhanced to Rs. 900/- PM and lastly she was 
drawing Rs. 1500/- PM. In May, 2000 when Petitioner went 
to bank to perform her duty she was called into the chamber 
of the Manager who asked her not to do work as there is no 
sufficient work to be performed by the Petitioner. He also 
told that whenever work is available Petitioner will be called 
for the job. The Petitioner continuously served in the bank 
from 1995 till May, 2000 and she was paid through the 
casual vouchers. After repeated requests Respondent 
management has not engaged Petitioner as assured by 
them. Hence, the Petitioner is forced to file this petition 
with request to direct the Respondent to re-engage 
Petitioner with back wages. 

4. Respondent bank has filed counter statement 
wherein they have alleged that at no point of time, the 
Petitioner was engaged as attender in the bank. The bank 
management is a public sector undertaking and recruitment, 
appointment and deployment of the staff are governed 
strictly by various norms/guidelines/directives issued by 
the Government of India in this regard in respect of all 
cadres of the employees. In respect of the category of 
peons, Hamalis, sweepers, drivers etc., the guidelines are 
that recruitment order be made indenting all vacancies with 
the Employment Exchange, who used to sponsor, the 
candidates registered with them based on the requirement 
of the indenting public sector undertakings. After adhering 
to the laid down procedure of the interview, medital tests 
etc., such candidates are recruited and deployed to fulfill 
the requirement of the bank. No public sector banks are 
permitted to engage workman on their own without 
adhering to the norms laid down by the Central Government. 
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5. It has further been alleged that the claimant by 
raising this dispute wants to gain a back door entry into 
public sector undertaking bypassing the recruitment 
procedure laid down by Central Government. They have 
further asserted that Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has 
recognized the aforesaid fact and has held that such 
attempts to gain back door entry seeking protection under 
the provision of the labour laws should not be allowed and 
should be discouraged. In the matter of Himanshu Kumar 
Vldyarthi Vs. State of Bihar (119IILLJ15)* the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court has held that when appointments are 
regulated by Statutory rules, the concept of'industry' to 
that extent stand excluded. More over, Disengagement of 
casual labour on daily wages or daily wage workers does 
not constitute as retrenchment. As held by Hon'ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Municipal Corporation, 
Bilsaspur, Vs. Veerisingh Rajput and others th? Hon'ble 
Supreme Court has held that regularization of the muster 
roll casual labours was contrary to the Administration 
instructions as initial appointment itself was irregular. 

6. It has farther been alleged that there is no post like 
attender in the bank as such, the claim of the Petitioner that 
she worked as attender is untenable. More over, Branch 
Manager has no power to appoint any person as such, the 
claim of the Petitioner that she was appointed by Branch 
Manager in untenable. The claimant has worked in the 
bank for 26 days in July, 1996, 26 days in August, 1996 
only. When there was work or extra work the Petitioner was 
engaged as casual worker and not a regular worker. Hence, 
she can not claim regularization in the service nor she was 
entitled for regularization or absorption in that post. 

7. Parties were directed to produce their evidence. 
Petitioner workman has filed her affidavit as her examination 
in chief and presented herself for cross examination and 
has been cross examined at length by Respondent 
management. She has filed xerox copies of cash payment 
vouchers and xerox copies of delivery challans, and copy 
of her representations dated 22.5.2000 and 6.7.2000. The 
management has filed affidavit of Mr. Matta Babu, Manager 
Personnel of Respondent bank and produced him for cross 
examination and he has been crossexamined at length. 

8. The case remained pending for several dates for 
argument. But Petitioner worker or her counsel did not 
participate in the argument proceedings. Finally, the 
Respondent's counsel filed his written arguments and made 
oral submissions as well. 

9.1 have considered the argument of Respondent's 
counsel. Pleas raised by the Petitioner workman in her claim 
statement and her evidence before this Tribunal. This 
Tribunal has to consider, 

(I) Whether the action of the management in non¬ 
absorption of Petitioner and disengagement of 
Petitioner from service in May, 2000 is legal and 
justified or not? 


(II) Whether the Petitioner workman is entitled for any 
relief as claimed by her? 

1 0. Point No. (I): Petitioner claimed that she was 
appointed by Branch Manager on 22.3.1995 and she worked 
upto May, 2000 regularly as attender. In the year 2000, in 
the month of May, she was called in the office of the Branch 
Manager and asked to stop the work and not to come from 
next day. This material fact is denied by the Respondent 
management alleging in their counter statement that at no 
point of time Petitioner was engaged or employed as 
attender with bank management. However, they have stated 
that Petitioner has worked for 26 days in July, 1996 and 26 
days in August, 1996 when there was work available with 
the management and that was purely casual on daily wage 
basis. The petitioner has also admitted in her claim statement 
that initially she was getting Rs. 25 per day and later on her 
pay was raised to Rs. 900/- PM and lastly Rs. 1500/- PM. 
However, the Petitioner has not been able to produce any 
appointment order or termination order as claimed by her. 
In her cross examination before this Tribunal she had 
admitted that no interview was conducted by the bank nor 
the Petitioner was sponsored by the Employment Exchange. 
This prove that Petitioner was neither appointed through 
establishment rules of recruitment of the bank as stated by 
the management that the names of the candidates are called 
for from the Employment Exchange and Employment 
Exchange sponsored the name of those candidates who 
are registered with them. In the present case the Petitioner 
was not sponsored by the Employment Exchange nor any 
interview was conducted by the bank. She was simply asked 
to work and as per her own contention she used to get 
Rs. 25/- per day in the starting period. This itself prove that 
the Petitioner was a daily wager or casual employee. She 
has not been able to produce single piece of paper to prove 
that she was employed as attender. As per her own cash 
payment vouchers documents, she has signed against 
receipt of Rs. 6000/- on 9.7.1996, against receipt of Rs. 780/ 
- on 5.8.1996, on 7.8.1996 for Rs. 555/-, receipts in March, 
1997 she has signed against receipts of Rs. 2502/-, on 
16.10.1998 she has signed against receipt of Rs. 196./-. On 
what account or for what purpose this money was given to 
the Petitioner is not clear because no employee could be. 
paid twice a month as shown in the month of August, 1996 
that Petitioner has received money twice i.e., on 7.8.1996 
and 5.8.1996. On one occasion she has received Rs. 2502/- 
and later on she has received Rs. 11328/- on other day, 
which can not be the monthly wage of the Petitioner 
because no where she has stated the her monthly pay was 
Rs. 11000/- as mentioned in the payment voucher. Thus, 
the document produce by the Petitioner does not prove 
that Petitioner was paid her wages through the payment 
vouchers. It appears that the amount was paid to the 
Petitioner for some other purposes and that support the 
contention of the Petitioner that she used to purchase 
stationery for the bank from M/s. Goutham Books & 
Stationery shop. Worker has produced deliver)' challens 
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of the Goutham Books & Stationery. This prove that 
Petitioner was engaged by the bank management when 
there was work available with them for making certain 
purchases for stationery of the bank. On basis of those 
documents Petitioner can not be said to be legally and 
validly appointed by the bank management and if the initial 
appointment of a person is illegal and he has terminated or 
disengaged from the service then he can not challenge the 
termination or disengagement order before any Court or 
Tribunal. This principle is categorically laid down by 
Hon'ble Supreme Court in the matter of Secretary, State 
of Karnataka and Others vs. Umadevi and others wherein 
Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that "Public employment 
in a sovereign socialist secular democratic republic, has 
to be as set down by the Constitution and the laws made 
thereunder. Our constitutional scheme envisages 
employment by theGovernment and its instrumentalities 
on the basis of a procedure established in that behalf. 
Equality of opportunity is the hallmark, and the 
Constitution has provided also for affirmative action to 
ensure that unequals are not treated equals. Thus, any 
public employment has to be in terms of the constitutional 
scheme. There may be instances where workers may be 
engaged on daily wages for temporary work but a regular 
process of recruitment or appointment has to be resorted 
to. When regular vacancy in the post at a particular point 
of time are to be filled up and the filling of those vacancies 
can not be done in a haphazard manner or based on 
patronage or other considerations. Regular appointment 
must be the rule. Hon'ble Supreme Court of India has further 
held that if a person has entered in public services from 
back door and if he is dismissed from service he can not 
seek redressal from court for the quashment of said 
termination order because his initial appointment was itself 
illegal and without following the principles of procedure of 
the recruitment rules. In this case as per claim statement 
and statement of the Petitioner worker it is established that 
Petitioner was not appointed through regular process of 
recruitment. Her initial engagement itself is illegal as such, 
in light of the case law and pronouncement made Umadevi 
Vs. State of Karnataka and others case Petitioner can not 
challenge the action of disengagement by the management. 

11. From Petitioner's side it has also been stated that 
Petitioner was not paid retrenchment compensation as 
provided in Sec. 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
wherein it is proved that if a worker has worked for 240 
days, her retrenchment from the service with payment of 
compensation is violative of provisions of Sec. 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

12.1 have gone through the Sec. 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 wherein it states that, if a workman 
during a period of 12 calendar months preceding date of 
the retrenchment has actually worked under the employer 
for 240 days he could be deemed to be in continuous service 
and he can not be terminated without payment of 


retrenchment compensation. In the present case the 
Petitioner has not been able to produce a single piece of 
paper to substantiate her contention that she has worked 
continuously for a period of240 days in preceding year of 
her retrenchment, i. e, in the year 1999 as such, the provision 
of Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is not 
applicable in the present case. The Petitioner has not been 
able to make out the case under Sec. 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and she is not entitled for any 
retrenchment compensation, her disengagement without 
payment of retrenchment compensation is not illegal. 

13. From the discussion above, this Tribunal is of 
the considered opinion that the Petitioner entered into 
service of the management as casual or daily wage worker 
without following the prescribed procedure of recruitment 
to Category D employment in the bank, which is a public 
sector undertaking of Government of India for limited 
performance and worked when there was work available 
with the management. Petitioner was neither engaged as 
regular worker nor she worked as regular worker as such, 
her disengagement can not be said to be illegal or invalid 
or against the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
The action of the management can not be said tobe arbitrary, 
illegal or unjustified. Point No. (I) is decided accordingly. 

14. Point No. (II): The Petitioner worker has not been 
able to prove that her disengagement by the management 
is illegal or unjustified as such, 1 Find that Petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief. Point No. II is decided accordingly. 

15. From the above discussion, this tribunal comes 
to the conclusion that the disengagement of the Petitioner 
is legal and justified and he is not entitled for any relief and 
petition deserves to be dismissed. Hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 27th day of 
July, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE 
Witnesses examined Witnesses examined 

for the Petitioner for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

DOCUMENTS MARKED FOR THE PETITIONER 
NIL 

DOCUMENTS MARKED FOR THE RESPONDENT 
NIL 

^ 25 2011 

3tt° 3722.—1947 
(1947 ^TT 14) ^ mi 17 ^ 


l 



[ ^TPTII—3(ii)] 


24,2011/^3, 1933 


9377 


S^yr^t^ t^t ^ ^ ^Tg f^TSf^t sfft 

qrrfoffi ^ *fht 3T^T 3 steftfw 

ftmr? 3 mqrrr wsifwi/ m 

4 > l, ^ "tqrz (^*f 318/2011) 

wftra qrtftt t wcm ^ 11*11*11 

3TF<r ^37T sn I 

[TO* ^15025/1/2011-^3^ (Tjrqo)] 
^ItR ^Ht, 3T3R Tiffin I 


New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3722.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 

No.318/2011.) of the Central 

Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No. I, Delhi 
now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s Inderprastha Gas Limited, New Delhi and M/s Alpha 
Enterprises, New Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11/11/2011, 

[F.No. L-15025/1/201 MR (M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R.K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALCOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL NO. 1, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX; DELHI 

I.D. No. 318/2011. 


Shri Rajesh Kaushik 
S/o Late Shri Dinesh Chandra Kaushik, 
R/o Navipur Kalan, Kaushik Gali, 
Hathrash, U.P.-204I01. 


Versus 

1. M/s Indeprastha Gas Limited, 
IGL Bhawan, Flat No. 4, 
Community Centre, Sector-9, 
R.K. Puram, New Delhi. 

2. M/s Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R-835, New Rajindra Nagar, 
New Delhi-110060. 


AWARD 


Workman 


Management 


Rajesh Kaushik was engaged as a DSM with effect 
from 28.04.02 by Inderprastha Gas Limited through the 
Contractor, namely. M/s Alpha Enterprises. He served there 
till 6.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 


was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
(LT0 t 2O1O. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, ! 947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9,11 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2A of the Act, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is pre¬ 
cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before the 
Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been projected 
that an industrial dispute w'as raised before the Conciliation 
Officer and during the pendency of the said dispute the 
claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim statement 
nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the said dispute. 
Admittedly the claimant was suspended and charge-sheeted 
thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and he was dismissed 
on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, referred above, does 
not relate to the dismissal order dated 6.) 0.10. 

3. Provisions of the section 2A of the Act were 
amended by the Parliament vide Act No. 24 of 2010 and sub 
section (2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which 
become effective on 15.9.10. Sub section (2) of section 2 A 
authorizes a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, 
without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government under section 10(1) (d) of the Act, after expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of the Act, 4 
workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer and a period of 45 
days should have expired from the date he made 
the applicaton before the Conciliation Officer, and 

(ii) The applicaton should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sub section (1) of section 2A of the Act. 

4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
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the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2) of section 2A 
of the Act, the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction over 
the matter. For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained. It is, accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
25 2011 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3723.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 

No.317/2011.....) of the Central Government 

Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No. I Delhi now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of 
M/s lnderprastha Gas Limited New Delhi and M/s Alpha 
Enterprises New r Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11-11 -2011. 

[F.No. L-15025/1/201 t-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Undersecretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. RK. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. I, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No. 317/2011. 

Shri Surender Sharma 
S/o Late Sh. Pratap Singh, 

R/o C-68, Sainik Nagar, 

UttamNagar, 

New Delhi-110059. 

Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s Indeprastha Gas Limited, 

IGL Bhawan, Flat No. 4, 

Community Centre, Sector-9, 

R.K. Puram, New Delhi. 


2. M/s Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R-835, New Rajindra Nagar, 

New Delhi-110060. 

Management 

AWARD 

Surender Sharma was engaged as a DSM with effect 
from 03.09.07 by lnderprastha Gas Limited through the 
Contractor, namely, M/s Alpha Enterprises. He served there 
till 06.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
06.10.2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.11 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2A of the Act, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10( 1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is 
pre-cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before 
the Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pedency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the 
said dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and 
charge-sheeted thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and 
he was dismissed on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, 
referred above, does not relate to the dismissal order dated 
6 . 10 . 10 . 

3. Provisions of section 2 A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament vide Act No. 24 of 2010 and sub sections 
(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.10. Sub-section (2) of section 2 A authorizes 
a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, without 
being referred for adjudication by the Appropriate 
Government under section 5 0( 1) (d) of the Act, after expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of the Act, a 
workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
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adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer and a period of 45 
days should have expired from the date he made 
the applicaton before the Conciliation Officer, and 

(ii) The application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sub section (1) of section 2 A of the Act: 

4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub- section (2) of section 
2 A of the Act, the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction 
over the matter. For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot 
be entertained. It is, accordingly, dismissed being 
premature. An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

M 1^, 25 2011 
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New Delhi, the 25tb November, 2011 

S.O. 3724.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 

No.316/2011.) of the Central Government 

IndustrialTribunaJ/LabourCourtNo. 1 Delhi now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of 
M/s inderprastha Gas Limited New Delhi and M/s Alpha 
Enterprises New Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11-11 -2011. 

(F.No. L-15025/1/2011-1R(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR RK. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTR1ALTRIBUNALNO. 1, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. NO. 316/2011. 

Shri Dinesh Kumar Rana 

S/o Late Shri Chandra Singh Rana, 

R/o H.No. 5, Gali No. 6, 

Vashisth Enclav, Near Baba Colony, 

Burari, Delhi-110084. 

Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s Inderprastha Gas Limited, 

IGL Bbawan, Flat No. 4, 

Community Centre, Sector-9, 

R.K. Puram, New Delhi. 

2. M/s Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R-835, New Raj indra Nagar, 

New Delhi-110060. 

Management 

AWARD 

Dinesh Kumar Rana was engaged as a DSM with 
effect from 22.10.01 by Inderprastha Gas Limited through 
the Contractor, namely, M/s Alpha Enterprises. He served 
there till 6.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
6.10.2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.11 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2A of the Act, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is 
pre-cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before, 
the Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pendency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the 
said dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and 
charge-sheeted thereafter An enquiry was conducted and 
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he was dismissed on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, 
referred above, does not relate to the dismissal order dated 

6 if:.io. 

3. Provisions of section 2A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament v/'^eActNo. 24 of 2010 and sub sections 
(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.10. Sub section (2) of section 2 A authorizes 
a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, without 
being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government under section 10 (1) (d) of the Act, after expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of the Act, a 
workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government. Butthat right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(:) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
bclore the Conciliation Officer and a period of 45 
days should have expired from the date he made 
the application before the Conciliation Officer, and 

fa! The application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sob section (1) of section 2 A of the Act. 

4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2) of section 2 A 
of the Act. the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction over 
the matter For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained. 1: is, accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
Au award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer, 
to#, 25 2011 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3725.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 

No.315/2011.)ofthe Central 

Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No.-1 Delhi 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s Inderprastha Gas Limited, New Delhi and M/s Alpha 
Enterprises, New Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11.11.2011. 

[F. No. L-15025/1/2011 -IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR RK. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIALS TRIBUNAL NO. 1, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. NO. 315/2011. 

Shri Raman Sharma 
S/o Late Shri Pratap Singh, 

R/o C-68, Sainik Nagar, 

Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-59. 

Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s Inderprastha Gas Limited, 

IGL Bhawan, Flat No. 4, 

Community' Centre, Sector-9, 

R.K. Puram, New Delhi. 

2. M/s Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R-835, NewRajindra Nagar, 

New Delhi-110060. 

Management 

AWARD 

Raman Sharma was engaged as a DSM with effect 
from 15.07.02 by Inderprastha Gas Limited through the 
Contractor, namely. M/s Alpha Enterprises. He served there 
till 6.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
6. j 0.2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.11 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2A of the Act, without being 
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referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10(3) (d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is 
pre-cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before 
the Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pendency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the 
said dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and 
charge-sheeted thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and 
he was dismissed on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, 
referred above, does not relate to the dismissal order dated 
6.10.10. 

3. Provisions of section 2 A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament vide Act No. 24 of 2010 andsubsections 
(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.10. Sub section (2) of section 2A authorizes 
a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, without 
being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government under section 10(1) (d) of the Act, after expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of the Act, a 
workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer and a period of 45 
days should have expired from the date he made 
the application before the Conciliation Officer, and 

(ii) The application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sub section (1) of section 2 A of the Act. 

4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2) of section 2A 
of the Act, the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction over 
the matter. For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained, ft is. accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 


25 2011 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3726.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 

No.314/2011.) of the Central 

Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No -1 Delhi 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s Inderprastha Gas Limited, New Delhi and M/s Alpha 
Enterprises, New Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11.11.20) 1. 

[F.No. L-15025/1/201 i-IR(M>] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR R.K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. 1, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

l.D. NO. 314/2011. 

Shri Ram Autar Singh 
S/o Shri Inder Singh, 

R/o Vill. & P.O. Hidayatpur, 

Distt. Bijnor, 

U.P.-246722. 

Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s Inderprastha Gas l imited, 

IGL Bhawan, Flat No. 4, 

Community Centre, Sector-9, 

R.K. Puram, New Delhi. 

2. M/s Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor. 

R-835, New Rajindra Nagar, 

New Delhi-110060. 
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AWARD 

Ram Autar Singh was engaged as a Technician with 
effect from 25.0 7.99 by Inderprastha Gas Limited through 
the Contractor, namely, M/s Alpha Enterprises. He served 
there till 6.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
6.10.2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.11 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under sect ion 2A of the A ct, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is 
pre-cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before 
the Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pendency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the 
said dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and 
charge-sheeted thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and 
he was dismissed on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, 
referred above, does not relate to the dismissal order dated 
6 . 10 . 10 . 

3. Provisions of section 2A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament vide Act No. 24 of 2010 and sub sections 
(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.10. Sub section (2) of section 2A authorizes 
a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, without 
being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government under section 10(1) (d) of the Act, after expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of the Act, a 
workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer and a period of 45 
days should have expired from the date he made 
the application before the Conciliation Officer, and 
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(ii) The application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sub section (I) of section 2A of the Act. 

4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2) of section 2A 
of the Act, the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction over 
the matter. For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained. It is, accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer. 

Tsf 25 2011 
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New Delhi, the 25lh November, 2011 

S.O. 3727.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 

No.313/2011.) of the Centra! 

Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No.-1 Delhi 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Inderprastha Gas Limited, New Delhi and M/s. Alpha 
Enterprises, New Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11.11.2011 - 

[F. No. L-15025/1/201 l-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR RK. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. 1, 
KARKARDOOM A COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. NO. 313/2011. 

Shri Manoj Kumar 
S/o Shri Jagbir Singh, 
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R/o Vill. & P.O. Upera, 

Distt. Ghaziabad, U.P. 

Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s. Inderprastha Gas Limited, 

IGL Bhawan, Flat No, 4, 

Community Centre, Sector-9, 

RK. Puram, New Delhi. 

2. M/s, Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R-83 5, N ew Raj indra N agar, 

New Delhi-110060. 

Management 

AWARD 

Manoj Kumar was engaged as a Technician with 
effect from 28.7.2000 by Inderprastha Gas Limited through 
the Contractor, namely, M/s. Alpha Enterprises. He served 
there till 6.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not lair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
6.10.2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.11 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2A of the Act, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10 (1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is 
pre-cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before 
the Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pendency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the 
said dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and 
charge-sheeted thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and 
he was dismissed on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, 
referred above, does not relate to the dismissal order dated 
6 . 10 . 10 . 

3. Provisions of section 2 A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament vide Act No. 24 of 2010 and sub sections 


(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.10. Sub section (2) of section 2A authorizes 
a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, without 
being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government under section 10(1) (d) of the Act, after expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of the Act, a 
workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer and a period of 45 
days should have expired from the date he made 
the application before the Conciliation Officer, and 

(ii) The application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sub section (1) of section 2A of the Act. 

4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2)ofsection 2A 
of the Act, the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction ove*- 
the matter. For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained. It is, accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer. 

^ 25 2011 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3’ , 28.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 

.312/2011.) of the Central 

Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No.-l Delhi 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Inderprastha Gas Limited, New Delhi and M/s. Alpha 
Enterprises, New Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11.11.2011. 

[F. No. L-15025/1/2011 -IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DRRK. YAD AV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIALTREBUN AL NO. 1, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. NO. 312/2011 

Shri Ram Saran 
S/o Late Shri Jay Ram, 

R/o RZF-929, Raj Nagar-2, 

Palam Colony, 

New Delhi-45. 

Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s. Inderprastha Gas Limited, 

IGL Bhawan, Flat No. 4, 

Community Centre, Sector-9, 

R.K. Puram, New Delhi. 

2. M/s. Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R-83 5, New Raj indra Nagar, 

New Delhi-110060. 

Management 

AWARD 

Ram Saran was engaged as a Technician with effect 
from 22.04.2000 by Inderprastha Gas Limited through the 
Contractor, namely, M/s. Alpha Enterprises. He served there 
till 6.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
6.10.2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation ofthe provision oflndustrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.11 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2A of the Act, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 


concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is pre¬ 
cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before the 
Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pendency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the 
said dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and 
charge-sheeted thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and 
he was dismissed on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, 
referred above, does.not relate to the dismissal order dated 
6 . 10 . 10 . 

3. Provisions of section 2 A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament vide Act No. 24 of 2010 and sub sections 
(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.10. Sub section (2) of section 2A authorizes 
a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, without 
being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government under section 10 (1) (d) of the Act, after expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation ofthe dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of the Act, a 
workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer and a period of 
45 days should have expired from the date he made 
the application before the Conciliation Officer; and 

(ii) The application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sub section (1) of section 2A of the Act. 

4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2) of section 2A 
ofthe Act, the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction over 
the matter. For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained. It is, accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dated 07-10-2011 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3729. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 

No.311/2011.) of the Central 

Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No.-l Delhi 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Inderprastha Gas Limited, New Delhi and M/s. Alpha 
Enterprises, New Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11.11.2011. 

[F. No. L-l5025/1/2011-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R.K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. 1, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. NO. 311/2011 

Shri Vikash Kumar 
S/o Shri Subhash Singh, 

R/o Vill. Chakvirampur, P.O. Rabupura, 

Distt. Gautam BudhNagar, 

U.P.-203209. 

Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s. Inderprastha Gas Limited, 

IGL Bhawan, Flat No. 4, 

Community Centre, Sector-9, 

R.K. Puram, New Delhi. 

2. M/s. Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R-835, New RajindraNagar, 

New Delhi-110060. 


Management 

AWARD 

Herkesh Kumar was engaged as a DSM with effect 
from 01.09.07 by Inderprastha Gas Limited through the 
Contractor, namely, M/s. Alpha Enterprises. He served there 
till 6.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
6.10.2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.11 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2 A of the Act, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10 (1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is pre¬ 
cursory step for raising an industrial dispute.before the 
Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pendency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the said 
dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and charge- 
sheeted thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and he was 
dismissed on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, referred 
above, does not relate to the dismissal order dated 6.10.10. 

3. Provisions of section 2A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament vide Act No. 24 of 2010 and sub sections 
(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.10. Sub section (2) of section 2 A authorizes 
a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, without 
being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government under section 10 (1) (d) of the Act, after expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of the Act, a 
workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer and a period of 45 
days should have expired from the date he made 
the application before the Conciliation Officer; and 

(ii) The application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
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date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or R/o VIII. &P.O. Barwala, 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in Distt. Bagpat, 
sub section (I) of section 2 A of the Act. U P-250621. 


4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2) of section 2A 
of the Act, the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction over 
the matter. For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained. It is, accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer. 

Dated 07-10-2011 

Tf 25 W*R, 2011 
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New Delhi,the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3730.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 

No.310/20II.) of the Central 

Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No. 1 Delhi 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/'s. Inderprastha Gas Limited New Delhi and M/s. Alpha 
Enterprises New Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11-11 -2011 

[F.No. L-I5025/I/2011-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Undersecretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R.K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. 1, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX: DELHI 

ID.No. 310/2011 

Shri Satish Tomar 
S/o Shri Satyapal Singh, 


Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s. Inderprastha Gas Limited, 

IGL Bhawan, Flat No. 4, 

Community Centre, Sector-9, 

R.K. Pur am, New Delhi. 

2. M/s. Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R-835, New Rajindra Nagar, 

New Delhi-110060. 

Management 

AWARD 

Herkesh Kumar was engaged as a DSM with effect 
from 01.09.05 by Inderprastha Gas Limited through the 
Contractor, namely, M/s. Alpha Enterprises. He served there 
till 06.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
6.10.2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.11 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2A of the Act, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relationto dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is pre¬ 
cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before the 
Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pendency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the 
said dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and 
charge-sheeted thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and 
he was dismissed on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, 
referred above, does not relate to the dismissal order dated 
6 . 10 . 10 . 

3. Provisions of section 2 A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament vide Act No. 24 of 2010 and sub sections 
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(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.10. Sub section (2) of section 2 A authorizes 
a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, without 
being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government under section 10(1) (d) of the Act, after, expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of the Act, a 
workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer and a period of 
45 days should have expired from the date he made 
the application before the Conciliation Officer; and 

(ii) The application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sub section (1) of section 2 A of the Act. 

4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2) of section 2A 
of the Act. the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction over 
the matter, for want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained, it is, accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated 7-10-2011 

25 waR, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.0.3731.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.3/ 

09/2011.) of the Central Government 

Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No. 1 Delhi now'as show n 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s.. 
Inderprastha Gas Limited New Delhi and M/s. Alpha 
Enterprises New Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11-11 -2011 

[F.No.L-15025/1/201 UR(M)1 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR RK. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIALTR1BUNALNO. 1, 
KARKARDOOMACOURTSCOMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D.No. 309/2011 

Shri Surender Pal Singh 
S/o Late Shri Harphool Singh, 

R/o Vill. Chakveerampur (Tanaja), 

P.O. Rabupura, 

Distt. Gautam Budh Nagar 
U.P.-203209 

Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s. Inderprastha Gas Limited, 

IGL Bhawan, Flat No. 4, 

Community Centre, Sector-9, 

R.K. Puram, New Delhi. 

2 M/s. Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R-83 5, Raj inder N agar. 

New Delhi-110060. 

Management 

AWARD 

Surender Pal Singh was engaged as a Technician 
with effect from 1.7.04 by Inderprastha Gas Limited through 
the Contractor, namely, M/s. Alpha Enterprises. He served 
there till 6.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer, Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair-and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
6.10.2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.11 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2A of the Act, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 


4488 Gl/11—15 
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2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is pre¬ 
cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before the 
Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pendency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the 
said dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and 
charge-sheeted thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and 
he was dismissed on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, 
referred above, does not relate to the dismissal order dated 
6 . 10 . 10 . 

3. Provisions of section 2A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament v/c/eActNo. 24 of 2010 and sub sections 
(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.10. Sub section (2) of section 2A authorizes 
a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, without 
being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government under section 10 (1) (d) of the Act, after expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of trie Act, * 
workman who has been discharged,dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer and a period of 45 
days should have expired from the date he made 
the application before the Conciliation Officer, and 

(ii) The application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sub section (1) of section 2 A of the Act. 

4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2) of section 2A 
of the Act, the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction over 
the matter. For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained. It is, accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dated: 07-10-2011 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3732.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 

No.319/2011.) of the Central 

Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No. 1 Delhi 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Inderprastha Gas Limited New Delhi and M/s. Alpha 
Enterprises New Delhi and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11-11 -201 1 

[F.No. L- J 5025/1/201 l-iR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Undersecretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR RK. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALCOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. I, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No.309/2011 

Shri Kuldeep Dheer 
S/o Shri Ram Kishan, 

R/o 1/4054, Ram Nagar Extn.. 

Loni Road, Shahdara, 

Delhi-110032 

Workman 

Versus 

1. M/f. Inderprastha Gas Limited, 

IGL Bhawan, Flat No. 4, 

Community Centre, Sector-9, 

R.K. Puram,New Delhi. 

2. M/s. Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R-835, New Rajinder Nagar, 

New Delhi-110060 

Management 


i 


I 
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AWARD 

Kuldeep Dheer was engaged as a DSM with effect 
from 16.6.02 by Inderprastha Gas Limited through the 
Contractor, namely. M/s. Alpha Enterprises. He served there 
till 6.10.2010. On 16.1.09 his signatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
6.) 0,2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.1 i was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2A of the Act, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10( i) (d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.11, which is pre¬ 
cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before the 
Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pendency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.09. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the 
said dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and 
charge-sheeted thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and 
he was dismissed on 6.10.10. It is evident that the dispute, 
referred above, does not relate to the dismissal order dated 
6 . 10 . 10 . 

3. Provisions of section 2A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament vide Act No. 24 of 2010 and sub sections 
(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.10. Sub section (2) of section 2 A authorizes 
a workman to file his dispute before this Tribunal, without 
being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government under section 10(1) (d) of the Act, after expiry 
of 45 days from the date he made an application to the 
Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. Therefore 
for invoking the provisions of section 2A of the Act, a 
workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched, 
or otherwise terminated from his service may raise an 
industrial dispute directly, without being referred for 
adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that right 
had been subjected to conditions, which are as follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer and a period of 45 
days should have expired from the date he made 
the application before the Conciliation Officer; and 


(ii) The application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry' of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sub section (1) of section 2 A of the Act. 

4. The conditions detailed above are rijandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would either bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute, Since no dispute w-as raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2) of section 2A 
of the Act, the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction over 
the matter. For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained. It is, accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dated: 07-10-20II 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
M 25 ■=Pn2R 1 2011 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3733.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 

No.320/2011.) of the Central Government 

Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No. 1 Delhi now as show n 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Indraprastha Gas Ltd., New Delhi and M/s. Alpha 
Enterprises, New Delhi and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 11.11.2011. 

[F.No. L-l 5025/1/2011-1R(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R.K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. 1, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D.No. 320/2011 
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Shri Herkesh Kumar 
S/o Shri Sagar Mai, 

R/o D-1/678, Gali No. 18, Harsh Vihar, Delhi. 

Workman 


Versus 

!. M/s Indraprastha Gas Ltd. 

IGL Bhawan, Flat No. 4, 

Community Centre, Sector-9, 

R.K. Puram,New Delhi. 

2. M/s Alpha Enterprises 
Through Proprietor 
Col. Janak Kapoor, 

R .83 5, New Raj inder Nagar, 

New Delhi-110060. 

Management 

AWARD 

Herkesh Kumar was engaged as a DSM with effect 
from 23.2.2001 by Indraprastha Gas Ltd. through the 
Contractor, namely, M/s Alpha Enterprises. He serv ed there 
til! 6.10.2010. On 16.1.2009 his singatures were allegedly 
obtained on some blank papers. He raised an industrial 
dispute before the Conciliation Officer. Subsequently, he 
was suspended and charge-sheeted. An enquiry was 
constituted. The enquiry was not fair and proper, projects 
the claimant. Ultimately he was dismissed vide letter dated 
6.10.2010. He claims that his services were done away in 
violation of the provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short the Act). Demand notice dated 27.9.2011 was sent. 
On these facts the claimant filed an industrial dispute before 
this Tribunal under section 2A of the Act, without being 
referred for adjudication by the appropriate Government 
under section 10(l)(d) of the Act. 

2. Sh. Puneet Saini was heard over the matter. He 
concedes that dispute was not raised before the 
Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the claimant. 
It emerged over the record that after his dismissal, the 
claimant had sent a demand notice on 27.9.2011, which is 
pre-cursory step for raising an industrial dispute before 
the Conciliation Officer. In the claim statement it has been 
projected that an industrial dispute was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer and during the pendency of the said 
dispute the claimant was suspended on 19.1.2009. The claim 
statement nowhere explain as to what was the fate of the 
said dispute. Admittedly the claimant was suspended and 
charge-sheeted thereafter. An enquiry was conducted and 
he. was dismissed on 6.10.2010. It is evident that the dispute, 
referred above, does not relate to the dismissal order 
dated 6.10.2010. 

3. Provisions of section 2 A of the Act were amended 
by the Parliament vide Act No. 24 of 2010 and sub-section 
(2) and (3) of the said section were inserted which become 
effective on 15.9.2010. Sub-section (2) of section 2A 
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authorized a workman to file his dispute before this 
Tribunal, without being referred for adjudication by the 
appropriate Government under section 10( 1 )(d) of the Act, 
after expiry of 45 days from the date he made an application 
to the Conciliation Officer for conciliation of the dispute. 
Therefore for invoking the provisions of section 2 A of the 
Act, a workman who has been discharged, dismissed, 
retrenched, or otherwise terminated from his service may 
raise an industrial dispute directly, without being referred 
for adjudication by the appropriate Government. But that 
right had been subjected to conditions, which arc as 
follows: 

(i) The claimant have to raise an industrial dispute 
before the Concilation Officer and a period of 
45 days should have expired from the date he made 
the application before the Conciliation Officer; and 

(ii) the application should have been moved before 
the Tribunal before expiry of three years from the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment, or 
otherwise termination of service, as specified in 
sub-section (1) of section 2 A of the Act. 

4. The conditions detailed above are mandatory. Non 
compliance of above conditions would cither bar the 
jurisdiction, or would not give jurisdiction to the Tribunal 
to entertain the dispute. Since no dispute was raised before 
the Conciliation Officer in relation to dismissal of the 
claimant, as contemplated by sub-section (2) of section 2A 
of the Act, the Tribunal cannot invoke its jurisdiction over 
the matter. For want of jurisdiction, the dispute cannot be 
entertained. It is, accordingly, dismissed being premature. 
An award is, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

4^ 25 2011 

4P.3H. 3734.—to*T5 1947 

(1947 4ft 14) 3ft m\ 17 4^ 3PJWTT $ 

*TRlffaT hit «JaF 4i 4> frdfcjfapT 

afa infant ^ 

to*rc ftr 4TC4 tr arfrrerrn wjr 

T4R 05/2011-12) 4ft TTFtfVm % 

TK4TH 4ft 25-11 — 20 11 4ft 9TRT «7T ! 

[41° 4^-12012/47/2010-31^ 3TR («ftl)j 

to?, t*4» 3Tfwm 
New Delhi, the 25th November, 201 i 

S.O. 3734.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 
No. 05/2011-12 of the Centra! Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the 
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Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
.management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 25.11.2011. 

[F. No. L-12012/47/2010-lR(B-I)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CFLAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOURCOUKT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CG1T/NGP/05/2011-12 Date: 8.11.2011 

Party No. 1 : The Asstt. General Manager, SB I, 

Zonal Office, S.V. Patel Marg, 

Kinsgway, Station Road. Nagpur. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : Shri Ganesh S'o Shri Keshav Ninawe, 

Near Vithoba Wastad Akhada, 
Badabhaupeth, Nagpur. 

AWARD 

(Dated; 08thNovember. 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
>hoil), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and Shri Gancsh 
S o Shri Keshav Ninawe. for adjudication, as per letter No. 
!..-12012 47/2010-1R (Bd) dated 15.4.2011, with the following 
.schedule:- • 

"Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India, Zonal Office, Nagpur in imposing a penalty 
of "Discharge from Bank Service with 
superannuation benefits" vide their order dated 
28.3.2008, onShriGanesh Keshav Ninawe, Ex-senior 
Assistant, SB1, Jatpura Branch, Chandrapur, is legal 
and justified? lfwhat reliefthe workman is entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, both the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and written 
.statement. The workman appeared in the case through his 
advocate on 7 6.2011 and took adjournment to file the 
statement of claim. Accordingly, the case was posted to 
25.7.201 1 for filing statement of claim and documents by 
the workman. On 25.7.2011, management of the SB1 appeared 
through their advocate. On that day, neither the petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared in the case. No statement of 
claim was also filed, however, in the interest of justice, the 
case was adjourned to 13.9.2011 to file the statement of 
claim. On 13.9.2011 also, neither the workman nor his 
advocate appeared in the case. No statement of claim was 
also filed. In the interest of justice, the workman was given 
a last chance to file the statement of claim and the case was 
posted to 8.11.2011 for filing statement of claim. On 


8.11.2011 also, neither the Workman appeared nor the 
statement of claim was filed. No step was also taken on 
behalf of the workman. So, the case was closed and fixed 
for award. 

As no statement of claim has been filed by the 
workman, he is not entitled for any relief. Hence, it is 
ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of State Bank of India, 
Zonal Office, Nagpur in imposing a penalty of "Discharge 
from Bank Service with superannuation benefits” vide their 
order dated 28.3.2008, on Shri Ganesh Keshav Ninawe, Ex- 
Senior Assistant, SBl, Jatpura Branch, Chandrapur, is legal 
and justified. The workman is not entitled for any relief. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
M 25 2011 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3735.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 

No.31 /2006.) of the Central Government 

Industrial Tribunal/Uabour Court, Erakulam now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Shri Celanghat 
Pushparaj Cont. Indian Bottling Plant (Emakulam) and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 25.11.2011. 

[F. No. L-30011/105/2003- IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

INTHECENTRALGOVT.INDUSTRIALTRlBUNALr 

CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri D. Sreevallabhan, B.Sc., LL.B., 
Presiding Officer 

(Thursday the 22nd day of September, 2011/ 

31st Bhadrapada, 1933) 

I.D. No. 31/2006 
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Unions 1. The General Secretary, 

LKj Cyl inders Workers U n i on, 
Indane Bottling Plant, Udayamperoor. 

2. The Secretary, 

IBP workers Union, 

Indane Bottling Plant, Udayamperoor, 
Nadakkavu, Emakulam. 

3. The Secretary, 

Headload and General Workers I Jn*or>, 
Indane Bottling Plant, Udayamperoor, 
Nadakkavu, Emakulam. 

4. The President, 

Udayamperoor IOC LPG-Bottling 
Plant Cylinder & Gen. Workers Union, 
Indane Bottling Plant, Udayamperoor, 
Nadakkavu, Emakulam. 

ByAdv. Shri C.S. Ajith Prakash. 

Management : Shri Chelanghat Pushparaj, 

Contractor, Indane Bottling Plant, 
Udayamperoor, Nadakkavu, 

P.O., Emakulam. 

ByAdv. Shri S. Vidyasagar. 

This case coming up for final hearing on 14.9.2011 
and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 22.9.200! 1 passed 
the following. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to the Labour Court, Emakulam by its order 
No. L-30011/105/2003-IR(M) dated 24.2.2004. 

2. The reference is: 

"Whether the demand of the Unions of Indane 
Bottling Plant, Udayamperoor, Emakulam before 
the contractor for revision of wages, incentives and 
service conditionsof loading, unloading and house 
keeping workers are fair, proper and justified, if so, 
to what relief the Union/workmen concerned are 
entitled?" 

3 .After receipt of the reference in the Labour Court, 
Emakulam it was numbered as I.D. 4/2004 (C) and summons 
was issued to the parties in the reference. After appearance 
of all the unions and the management the case was posted 
for claim statement. While so the case was trasnferred to 
this Tribunal in pursuance of the order dated. 24.01 .2006 in 
W.P. (C) No. 1069/2006 of the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala. 
After the appearance of all the parties before this tribunal 
the case was posted tor filing claim statement by the unions 
in the reference, arrayed as unions 1 to 4 in this case. Out 


of those unions 2nd union alone filed claim statement 
claiming an increase in the wages after the engagement of 
the management as the contractor by the Indian Oil 
Corporation to have a new wage structure for the workers. 
According to the 2nd union the revision of u'ages and 
other incentives of the workers in the Bottling Plant Unit 
are usually fixed by trilateral discussion of the unions, the 
contractor and the company in the presence of the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), Emakulam in every 
year considering the increase in the cost of living. There 
was such a settlement with the previous contractor 
Shri. C.M. Kunjumuhammed in the year 2002 by W'hich the 
basic w'ages of the house keeping workers was enhanced 
from Rs. 2638/- to 2902/- with proportionate increase in 
D.A. and the wages of the loading and unloading workers 
from Rs. 3695/- to Rs. 4064/- by giving 10% increase with 
effect front 03.04.2002. There was also increase in other 
incentives as per that settlement. After taking the contract 
in the year 2003 management was not prepared to enhance 
the W'ages of the workers in spile of continued demands. In 
the meeting held on 07.05.2003 it was agreed that an interim 
advance of Rs. 9000/- for the loading/unloading workers 
and Rs. 6000/- for the house keeping workers would be 
paid on condition that the wage structure would be settled 
in future. The demand of the unions was mainly for increase 
of wages and incentives considering the increase in the 
work load whth the formation of one more plant and also 
due to the increase in the cost of living. Management left 
the contract without even paying the bonus. Hence the 
claims made by the Unions in the Charter of Demands is to 
be found fair, proper and justified. 

4. Udayamperoor Panchayat Cylinder and General 
Workers Congress, claiming to be union representing a 
substantial number of workers in the Indian Oil Corporator! 
Bottling Plant, but not included in the list of unions in the 
reference or not impleaded or arrayed as a union in this 
case, filed a claim statement through the learned counsel 
holding the vakkalath of unions I to 4 in this case putting 
forward almost identical please raised in the claim statement 
of the 2nd union. Such a claim statement is not liable to be 
entertained for the purpose of the adjudication of the 
reference in this case. 

5. Management filed written statement challenging 
the locus standi of Udayamperoor Panchayath Cylinder 
and General Workers Congress to raise and industrial 
dispute as to the Charter of Demands and also challenging 
the validity of the reference stating that the issue referred 
in not specific W'ith regard to the period in respect of which 
the revision is sought for and that the reference without 
the juncture of principal employer w'ho is the beneficiary is 
an improper reference. It is further contended that the 
workers in the Indian Oil Corporation Bottling Plant under 
the contract comes under two categories (1) loading and 
unloading workers (2) house keeping workers and that the 
pattern of wage structure for loading and unloading 
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category is higher than that of house keeping category. 
The memorandum of long term settlement dated 24.05.1996 
entered by the unions with the previous contractor 
Shri. E.T. Joseph provides the wage structure as Rs. 2150/ 
- for 1996-97 Rs. 2210/- for 1997-98 and^s.2285 for 1998-99 
for loading and unloading workers, but there is no pay 
package for the house keeping workers. It shows that the 
revision of the wage structure for every year during that 
period was only @ 2.79% or 3%. For the subsequent period 
up to April 2003 one Kunjumuhammed was the contractor. 
He did not enter into any settlement initially and it was 
prolong through negotiations. It was on 18.06.2002, six 
months prior to the engagement of the management, as 
settlement was arrived at by which the existing monthly 
rate of Rs.3695/- for the loading and unloading workers 
was enhanced to Rs. 4064/- w.e.f 03.04.2002 by giving 10% 
increase so as to pass on the buck to the management 
knowing fully well that he will not be affected by such 
unconscionable wage increase. Management had taken 
the contract on 03.04.2093. As unconscionable demand 
was made by the unions for the period from April 2003 to 
April 2004, during which the management was engaged, 
interim advance ($ Rs. 9000/- per mensem for the 58 loading 
and unloading workers and Rs. 6000/- permensem for the 
58 house keeping workers was agreed to be paid from April 
2003 on condition that after having further negotiation 
excess or lesser amounts paid to the workers would be 
adjusted from their future salary. Payment was made at that 
rate to all the workers from April 2003 until the management 
left the contract in May 2004. Because of the pressure 
tactics employed by the unions through go slow arid 
temporary stoppage of work in spile of the payment of 
advance salary for 12 months, EPF contributions and other 
statutory deposits management sustained a huge loss to 
the tune of Rs. 15 lakhs. Hence the management had to 
leave the contract after the completion of one year. If 
adjustment of the amount paid as interim advance is made 
after giving 10% hike to the wage structure the balance 
cash amount received by the employees will cover the other 
service benefits claimed in their statement and the remaining 
amount can be adjusted towards other benefits including 
bonus, if any. The workers do not come under the purview 
of Payment of Bonus Act and hence they are not eligible 
for benefits such as Bonus and holiday pays. The work 
load was considerably decrease with the commissioning 
of the new fully automated machinery and some of the 
employees remained without any work. In spite of the hike 
in the incentive rates the target of 8 (akh cylinders per 
months from 4.5 lakh cylinders could not be achieved. Since 
the contract period was only one year the workers under 
the management are not entitled to get any amount as 
gratuity. The allegation that there was annual settlement 
with 10% increase of wages is denied. It is also denied that 
the contractor is liable to revise the wage str ucture in every 
year since it is fixed by the principal employer, the Indian 
Oil Corporation, and revised by conciliation with the unions 


and contractors. The contractor has no role to play in 
revision of the existing wage structure except either to agree 
or not to take up the contract. The management remitted 
the ESI contribution and hence no further medical or 
accident benefit need be extended to the workers. The 
agreement entered into the Indian Oi! Corporation does 
not provide for enhancement of rate on yearly basis. The 
management continued with the same rates prevailing at 
the time of entering into agreement with the Indian Oil 
Corporation for 1996 to 1999 with an increase pattern of 3% 
upto 2002. There was no circumstance warranting a hike in 
the rates of wages of any other benefits as claimed by the 
workers. Hence the demand of the unions for getting 
revision of wages, incentives and bonus is highly unfair, 
improper and is not justifiable. 

6. From the side of the 2nd union uiie witness was 
examined as WW1 and Exts. W1 to W5 were got marked. 
No oral evidence was adduced by the management Exts 
M l and M2 were got marked on consent, 

7. The point for determination is: 

“Whether the demand of unions of Indane Bottling 
Plant, Udayamperoor, Ernakulam for revision of 
wages, incentives and service conditions of the 
loading, unloading and house keeping workers is 
fair, proper and justified. What relief, in any, the 
unions/workmtn are entitled to?” 

8. The Point: The Indian Oil Corporation Limited has 
been engaging contractors from time to time for carrying 
out the loading, unloading and house keeping works in the 
Indian Oil Corporation Bottling Plant, Udayamperoor The 
Bottling Plant is solely depending on those workers of the 
contractor for the works in the Bottling Plant. The 
management in ihis case is the contractor engaged during 
the period from April 2003 to April 2004. After engagement 
there could not have been any settlement as to the wage 
structure and other serv ice conditions through negotiation 
between the unions and the management. An agreement 
was entered into in the meeting held on 07.05.2003 by which 
the management agreed to pay Rs. 9000?- per mensem as 
interim advance to loading and unloading workers and 
Rs. 6000/- per mensem to house keeping workers on 
condition that further discussion and settlement of wage 
structure would be made in future. The copy of that 
agreement was marked as Ext. W4 m this case. There is no 
case for either of the parties that there was any discussion 
or settlement later as envisaged in it. There is also nothing 
on record to satisfy the same. There was no settlement as 
to the wage structure after the engagement of the 
management in this case. The question of revision of wage 
structure and other benefits can only be with regard to an 
existing wage structure. In the affidavit filed in lieu of the 
chief examination of WW1 it is averred that the practice 
and the system followed in the company is that every two 
years or one year the work of house keeping, loading and 
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unloading will be awarded to a contractor by inviting 
competitive tenders and the new contractor or the 
successful bidder will undertake the contract work using 
the work force belonging to the unions who are parties to 
this industrial dispute. It is also averred that the terms and 
conditions for the work and the wages of the workers will 
be settled through negotiations with the Contractor, Plant 
Manager and finally, if required, in the presence of 
Conciliation Officer appointed under the Industrial Disputes 
Act and every time when there is a change of contractor 
the unions will issue a Charter of Demands commensurate 
w ith the situation, cost of living and working atmosphere. 
After the engagement of the management in this case there 
was no fixation of wage structure and it is evident form Ext. 
W 4. There is no case for the union that there was and 
fixation of wages and other benefits between the 
management and the unions. There w'as only an agreement 
for payment of interim advance to the workers on monthly 
basis. It is not in dispute that the monthly wages were paid 
without any default and the same is admitted by WW1, 
Ext. M2 is also produced to prove the same In oder to have 
a revision of wage structure there must be specific plea 
and convincing evidence with regard to the pay structure 
which requires revision. There is no such case for the union 
or any evidence to satisfy the same. 

9. In the claim statement there is only the plea that 
there was an agreement for the increase of wages with 
previous contractor C.M.Kunjumuhammed in the year 2002 
and solely based on it union has put forward the case that 
there will be a settlement with the workers on better terms 
in every year. Ext W2 is the copy of the settlement entered 
into between the union and the previous contractor C M 
Kunjumuhammed on 18.06.2002. From Ext. W2 it can be 
seen that such a settlement was entered into after the expiry 
of the period on 02.04.2002 of a long term settlement entered 
into between them. Clause 18 of Ext. W 2 provides the 
period of its operation as one year from 03.04.2002 to 
02.04.2003. It is after the expiry of the period of that 
settlement the management in this case w'as engaged as 
the contractor. 

10. Management has got a contention that the 
contractor has no role to play in the revision of the existing 
wage structure since it is being fixed by the principal 
employer, the Indian Oil Corporation, it has gone to the 
extent of contending that the reference is an improperone 
since the principal employer is not joined as a party in the 
reference. From the evidence adduced in this case it is 
patenly dear that the settlement with regard to the revision 
of wages, other incentives and service conditions was 
being entered into by the management and the unions. 
After filing the claim statement I .A. 23/2007 w'as filed for 
the impleadmentofthe principal employer as an additional 
party and the same was dismissed by my learned 
predecessor in office vide order dated 20.02.2008 after 
holding that the Indian Oil Corporation is neither a 


necessary party' nor a proper party for the adjudication of 
the dispute. Hence the reference is to be answered 
considering the pleas put forward by the unions and 
management in this case. 

11. It is not seen from the claim statement that die 
revision is sought for based on the wage structure and 
other benefits provided as per Ext. W2 settlement. Even if 
it be so the union has to satisfy the reasons stated in the 
claim statement for any increase in the wage structure and 
other benefits According to the union there is annual 
revision of wages and other benefits due to the increase in 
the cost of living. In this case there is also the plea of 
increase of w ork load for rev ision of the wages and other 
benefits. 

12. First of all it is to be considered whether revision 

of wages is to be made annually. There is no reliable 
evidence in this case to prove the same. Relevance was 
placed by the learned counsel for the unions on Ext. Wi to 
satisfy that it is necessary to have annual revision of wages 
for the workers. Ext. WI is the copy of the memorandum of 
settlement entered into between the unions with the 
previous contractor Sri. E.T. Joseph on 23.05.1996. ft. was 
entered into after t he ex pity of the period of a long term 
settlement between the unions and him. As per that 
settlement it was agreed to that workers engaged in loading 
unloading of LPG Cylinders w ill be paid a sum of Rs. 2150/ 
- as monthly wages which wifi be subsequently enhanced 
to Rs. 2210/- for the second year and Rs. 2285/- for the third 
year. Incentive of workers was agreed to be enhanced from 
18 paise to 20 parse jwr cylinder for loading and unloading 
of cylinders over and above 4.5 lakhs. The term of the 
settlement was for a period of three years.wt?/ 01. H 1995 
to 3!. 10.1998. It after that in Kunjumuhammed 

was engaged as the- contractor and there is no evidence in 
this case to satisfy that there was any annual revision of 
wages of the workers from 1999 to 2002 until the entering 
into Ext. W2 settlement for the period from 03.04.2002 to 
02.04.2003 As per the terms of that settlement the monthly 
wages of Rs. 3695 - was enhanced to Rs. 4064 - w.e.f. 
03.04.2002 by giving 10% increase. The incentive per 
cylinder was increased from 35 paise for loading and 
unloading of the cylinders to 38.5 paise w.e.f 03.04.2002 
The period of that settlement is one year from 03.04.2002 to 
02.04,2003. Second union has also produced the copy of 
the subsequent settlement entered into by the unions with 
the contractor M/s. Kajax Constructions on 17.02.2005. 
marked as Ext W3. As per that settlement a sum of 
Rs. 4467/- per mensem was agreed to he paid as basic pay 
and DA in every month to loading/unloading workers and 
Rs. 4418/- tu house keeping workers. The incentive to be 
paid to the workers engaged in loadingand unloading work 
is 38.5 paise per cylinder over and above 5 lakhs cylinders 
per month and 11.8 paise per cylinder over and above 
5 lakhs cylinders per month for house keeping workers. 
There is absolutely no documentary evidence in this case 
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to prove that revision is to be made in every year. There is 
also nothing to show how die percentage is to be determined 
for any such revision of wages. In the claim statement as 
well as in die proof affidavit filed by WW1 it is expressly 
made clear that the unions are mainly concerned only with 
the enhancement of wages and incentive. As per Ext. W1 
the wage increase given during the three years is upto 3%. 
As per Ext. W2 it is seen that 10% increase is being given 
to the wages after a long lapse of time. The percentage of 
increase of wages as per Ext. W3 is considerably less and 
no increase is seen made with regard to the incentive. No 
evidence is adduced by the union to satisfy that it was 
necessary to have any increase in wages or incentive within 
a short time after Ext. W2, There is absolutely no evidence 
in this case to prove that there was increase in the cost of 
living which requires consideration for a revision. There is 
also no reliable evidence to prove that there was increase 
in the work load even through the plea in the claim 
statement as to the same is countenanced by raising the 
contention in the written statement that the workload was 
considerably decreased due to the use of automated 
machinery. Copy of the Charter of Demands of the unions 
after the engagement of the management is not produced 
in this case to know the claim of the enhancement of the 
wages and other benefits made by the unions. Unions 
ought to have made demand for the fixation of pay structure 
after the engagement of the management. Revision can be 
had only after the fixation of a new wage structure and 
other benefits. 2nd Union has also failed to prove that any 
enhancement or revision is to be made with regard to the 
wage structure and other benefits fixed as per Ext W2. 
There is no sufficient pleadings or any satisfactory 
evidence to hold that it is necessary to have revision of 
wages, incentives and service conditions of the loading/ 
unloading and housekeeping workers. 

13. For the reasons stated above it cannot be held 
that the demand of the unions of Indane Bottling Plant 
Udayamperoor before the contractor for revision of wages, 
incentive and service conditions of the workers is fair, 
proper and justifiable. 

In the result an award is passed finding that the 
demand of the unions of Indane Bottling Plant, 
Udayamperoor, Emakulam before the contractor for revision 
of wages, incentives and service conditions of loading, 
unloading and house keeping workers is not fair, proper 
and justified and hence not entitled to any relief. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
21st day o f September, 2011. 

D. SREEVALLABHAN, Presiding Officer 


APPENDIX 

Witness for the workman: 

WW1- P.V. Mani, President, IBP General Workers Union. 

Witness for the Management: Nil. 

Exhibits for the Workman 

W1 Photocopy of the Memorandum of Settlement 
dated 23.05.1996 between the Unions and contractor 
Shri. E.T. Joseph, 

W2 Photocopy of the Memorandum of Settlement 
dated 18.06.2002 between the Unions and Contractor 
M/s. C.M. Kunjumuhammed. 

W3 Photocopy of the Memorandum of Settlement 
dated 17.02.2005 between the Unions and contractor 
M/s. Kajax Constructions. 

W4 Photocopy of the Minutes of the meeting convened 
by the Senior Plant Manager on 07.05.2003. 

W5 Photocopy of the Minutes of the Meeting and 
Memorandum of Understanding between IOC 
Management and Trade Union Leaders on 11.12.2002. 

Exhibits for the management 

M1 Photocopy of the Letter dated 10.08.2003 sent by the 
contractor to the Secretaries of the unions and others. 

M2 Photocopy of the Register of wages for the period 
from April 2003 to April 2004. 

^ 25 2011 

ww 3736.— afeftfi re r arfaftnrc, 1947 

(1947 *ST 14) 17 ^ 

TTwnr ^ me afo 

ftra k 3 sfaftftra ^ wh 

32 / 2011 ) t, tfi afcdta 

25-11-2011 'tit TIM $3IT «ni 

# T3^-l2012/92/2010-3TT^3T^(^t-I)j 

tw arterft 

New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3736.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 32/2011 of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Mumbai No. 2 as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
dispute between the management of Deutsche Bank and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 25/ 
11/2011 . 


[No.L-12012/92/20 lO-IR/B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

K.B. KATAKE 
Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO.CGIT-2/32 OF2011 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE 
MANAGEMENT OFDEUTSCHE BANK 

The Managing Director & Head! Human Resources 

Deutsche Bank AG 

3rd floor, Nirlon Knowledge Park 

Block B-l 

Western Express Highway 
Goregaon (E) 

Mumbai 400 063. 

AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 

Shri Gautam Ban 
Flat No. 1207/6B 
Whispering Palms 
Lokhandwala Complex 
Kandivli (E) 

Mumbai 400 101. 

APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : No appearance. 

FOR TI IE WORKMEN : No appearance. 

Mumbai, dated the 24th October, 2011. 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment by its Order No. L-l2012/92/2010-IR (B-I), 
dated 26.05.2011 in exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred 
the following industrial dispute to the Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

"Whether the action ofthe management of Deutsche 
Bank, Mumbai in terminating the services of 
Shri Gautam Ban, Ex-Officer (HR) with effect from 
} 7/ / 1/2009 is legal andjustified? To what relief the 
workman is entitled?" 

2. Notices were issued to both the parties. However 
second party though duly served, remained absent. 
Registered AD receipt to that effect is at Ex-4. The second 
party workman neither appeared not filed the statement of 
claim. Without Statement of claim, the reference cannot be 
decided on merits. Thus the same deserves to be dismissed. 
Therefore, I pass the following order: 


ORDER 

Reference is dismissed for default. 

K.B.KATAKE, Presiding Officer/Judge 
^ 25 2011 
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New Delhi, the25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3737.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 51/2001 of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial dispute between 
the management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 25/11/2011. 

[No. L-12012/490/2000-IR (B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGITCUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/51 /2001 Date: 08.11 20 II. 

Party No. 1 : The Asstt. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Region—I, 

Kingsway, Nagpur—440001. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : Shri Kishore Yeshwantrao Vaidya, 

R/o C/o G.D. Patle, Nr. Rajesh Typing 
Institute, Amgaon—441902 

Distt. Gondia 

AWARD 

(Dated: 8th November, 201 i) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause *d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation “to the 
management of State Bank of India and Shri Kishore 
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Yeshwantrao Vaidya, for adjudication, as per letter No.L- 
12012/490/2000-IR (B-I) dated 24.07.2001, with the following 
schedule:— 

” Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India through its Asstt. General Manager, 
Nagpur, in awarding the punishment of dismissal 
from service to Shri Kishore S/o Yashwantrao 
Vaidya, Agri, Assistant at Amgaon Branch, Distt 
Gondia is justified? If not, what relief the said 
workman is entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman filed his statement 
of claim and the management of the State Bank of India 
(here-in-after referred to as the Party No. 1) filed its written 
statement. 

In his statement of claim, it is pleaded inter-alia by 
the workman that he has passed M.Sc. (Agriculture) and 
he came to be appointed as an Agricultural Assistant with 
the State Bank of India on 18.7.1981 and posted to work at 
Ghatanji and in due course of service, he was posted to 
Agriculture Development Branch, Amgaon and prior to his 
joining in the said branch, there was no Agricultural 
Assistant and the unqualified staff were looking after the 
work of agricultural development and were thus receiving 
several benefits and consequence upon his posting, the 
said staff members were deprived of from such financial 
benefits and as such, there was dispute between him and 
other employees and the other employees started creating 
trouble by making false complaints against him and as a 
result of such complaints and the conspiracy of 
Shri Agrawal, the then Branch Manager of the branch he 
was served with a charge sheet dated 24.1.1998 under the 
provision of Sastry Award and the charges leveled against 
him were vague and he was also placed under suspension 
during the pendency of the enquiry and the entire approach 
of the management was malafide and the alleged 
misconducts were not covered by the Industrial 
Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946 and as such, no 
charge sheet should have been issued and the charges 
about the incidents dated 8.3.1997,10.3.1997,11.3.1997 and 

8.7.1997 were barred by limitation and no enquiry could 
have been conducted in respect of the said incidents and 
as such, the charge sheet is illegal and during the course of 
the enquiry, he was not supplied with documents and the 
copy of the award was also not supplied to him and he was 
not allowed to be defended by an advocate and therefore, 
he took the assistance of a co-employee and on the basis 
of unwarranted and illegal enquiry, the Inquiry Officer 
submitted his report on 4.12.1999 and the said report is 
baseless and suffered from non-application of mind and 
on the basis of such reports, the Assistant General manager 
on 13.1.2000, issued second show cause notice and on 
24.4.2000 (It appears that a wrong date has been mentioned 


by the workman in the statement of claim) during personal 
hearing, he explained his observations about the report 
but on 22.2.2000, the final order imposing the penalty of 
discharge from service from the date of suspension i.e. 

3.2.1998 was passed by the Assistant General Manager 
and retrospective punishment in unknown to law and being 
aggrieved by such order, he preferred an appeal to the 
Deputy General Manager on 25.3.2000, but the Appellate 
Authority confirmed the order on 31.7.2000. It is also 
pleaded by the workman that the findings recorded by the 
Inquiry Officer are totally perverse and the punishment 
awarded against him is shockingly disproportionate. The 
workman has prayed for his reinstatement with continuity 
of service and back wages and all other consequential 
benefits. 

3. The Party No. 1 in its written statement has 
admitted about the appointment and transfer of the workman 
as claimed in the statement of claim. It is pleaded by the 
Party No. 1 that while the workman was working at Taldohi 
Ballarpur Branch, on 7.8 1984, charge sheet bearing 
No.M/9/123 was served upon him for various misconduct 
and after holding enquiry, penalty of stoppage of one 
increment without cumulative effect was imposed on 

15.4.1985 along with the warning that "the employee should, 
however, note that any further instances of misconduct, 
on his part, will be suitably dealt with" but there was no 
improvement in the conduct of the workman and the Branch 
Manager of Taldohi Ballarpur Branch being dissatisfied 
with the conduct of the workman, requested the higher 
authorities for his transfer and in the month of December, 
1984, the workman was deputed from Taldohi Ballarpur 
Branch to Gadchandur Branch for processing the 1RDP 
applications, but he indulged in unwarranted acts, so, he 
was sent-back to the deputing branch and while he \fcas 
working at Taldohi Ballarpur Branch, a memorandum dated 

6.2.1985 was issued against him for various misconducts, 
which was culminated into issuing of a caution letter to the 
workman and in due course, the workman was transferred 
to Amgaon Branch and by order dated 14.10.1996, he was 
asked to act as a Teller/Agriculture Assistant, but he refused 
to follow the said instructions and the Bank did not initiate 
any stem action against the workman with the hope that 
he would improve his conduct, but all hopes proved futile 
and in vain and almost all the entire staff of the Branch 
complained against his conduct, so the Bank had no 
alternative than to decide to issue charge sheet against the 
workman and the workman received the charge sheet on 

29.1.1998 and as the continuation of the workman became 
highly detrimental to the smooth working of the Branch, 
pending enquiry, he was placed under suspension vide 
order dated 28.1.1998 and the departmental enquiry against 
him commenced on 21.5.1998 and he admitted to have received 
the documents and list of witnesses and in the enquiry, he 
was duly represented by experienced and technically qualified 
defence representative of his choice and Bank produced 
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various documents and examined witnesses in support of 
the charges and the defence representative cross-examined 
the witnesses at length and the Bank and defence 
representative submitted written notes of arguments and 
after considering the entire materials on record, the Inquiry 
Officer vide his report dated 4.12.1999 held the charges 
leveled against the workman except charge No. 7(c) to have 
been proved against him and the Disciplinary Authority 
also duly considered the enquiry report and the entire matter 
independently and came to the conclusion that the findings 
of the Inquiry Officer regarding charge No. 7(c) not to be 
tenable and held that all the charges leveled against the 
workman to have been proved and on 13.1.2000, issued 
show cause notice to the workman along with the Inquiry 
Report and the workman received the show cause notice 
and the enquiry papers on 17.1.2000 and before passing of 
final orders, the workman was given personal hearing in 
respect of the proposed punishment on 24.1.2000 and after 
taking into consideration all the facts of the case, the 
Disciplinary Authority showed a compassionate view and 
reduced the proposed punishment of dismissal to discharge 
from service vide order dated 22.2.2000 and the workman 
preferred an appeal against the order of the Disciplinary 
Authority to the Appellate Authority, but his appeal was 
dismissed on 31.7.2000 by a reasoned order. It is further 
pleaded by the Party No. 1 that during the first date of 
enquiry i.e. on 21.5.1998, the workman admitted to have 
received copies of documents and list of witnesses and 
the copy of the Award is a public document and priced 
publication and is available in the market and the Bank was 
not under any obligation to supply the copy of the Award 
and the workman never sought any permission to be 
defended by a lawyer and the enquiry was conducted 
properly and by following the principles of natural justice 
and the enquiry report is based on materials on record and 
the findings are not perverse and the punishment is not 
shockingly disproportionate to the proved serious 
misconduts of the workman and as such, the workman is 
not entitled to any relief. 

4. As the punishment of dismissal from services was 
imposed against the workman, after holding of a 
departmental proceeding, the validity of the departmental 
proceeding was taken as a preliminary issue for 
consideration and vide order dated 04.01.201 1, the 
departmental enquiry was hold to be valid, proper and by 
floowing the principles of natural justice. 

5. It is necessary to mention here that on 24.05.2011, 
to which date, the case was fixed for hearing of argument, 
neither the workman nor his advocate appeared for 
advancing argument, so argument from the side of the Party 
No. 1 was heared ex-parte against the workman and the 
case was posted for award. However, on 29.09.2011, 
advocate for the workman filed the written notes of 
argument after service of the copy of the same on the 
advocate for the management and the same was taken on 
record. 


6. In the written notes of argument, it has been 
mentioned by the learned advocate for the workman that 
the evidence adduced by the Party No. 1 in the departmental 
proceedings was insufficient to hold the workman guilty 
of the charges and the findings based on such insufficient 
evidence are perverse and the charges were vague and the 
Enquiry Officer was biased and the evidence of the 
witnesses examined by the Party No. 1 in the departmental 
proceeding does not corroborate each other. The learned 
advocate for the workman in the written notes of argument 
has mentioned the evidence of the management witnesses 
in detail to show that the same is inconsistent and basing 
on such evidence; the Enquiry Officer should not have 
held the charges to have been proved against the workman. 

7. On the other hand, the learned advocate for the 
Party No. 1 submitted that charge sheet dated 24-01-1998 
was issued against the workman containing eight charges 
for commission of different misconducts and the evidence 
produced in the enquiry, proved the charges beyond doubt 
against the workman and the Enquiry Officer has rightly 
come to the conclusion that all the charges have been 
proved and the findings are based on the evidence adduced 
and documents produced by the parties during the enquiry 
and the punishment imposed against the workman is just 
and proper and not shockingly disproportionate to the 
serious charges proved against him in a properly conducted 
departmental enquiry and as such, the Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction to interfere with the punishment and the 
Tribunal is not concerned with the adequacy or reliability 
of evidence and the Hon'ble Apex Court have held that if 
there is some legal evidence on which, finding can be based, 
then adequacy or even reliability of that evidence is not a 
matter to be canvassed before the Court and the workman 
is not entitled for any relief. 

In support of such contentions, the learned advocate 
for the Party No. 1 placed reliance on the decisions reported 
in 1999 SCC (L&S)-1424 [R.S. Saini versus State of Punjab 
(SC)], 1999 LAB I.C.-3833 (SC) (High Court of Judicature of 
Bombay versus S.S. Patil), AIR 1974 SC-555 (E.P. Royappa 
versus State of Tamilnadu) and many others. 

8. It is well settled by the Hon'ble Apex Court in a 
number of decisions that a disciplinary proceeding is not a 
criminal trial and the standard of proof required is that of 
preponderance of probability and not proof beyond 
reasonable doubt and where there are some relevant 
materials, which the authority has accepted and which 
materials may reasonably support the conclusion that the 
officer is guilty, it is not the function of the Tribunal to 
review the materials and if the enquiry has been properly 
held, the question of adequacy or reliability of evidence 
cannot be canvassed. 

9. Apply the principles enunciated by the Hon'ble 
Apex Court in the decisions relied on by the Party No. 1 to 
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the present case at hand, it is found that the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer are based on the evidence adduced in the 
departmental enquiry and the Enquiry Officer has not taken 
any extraneous material into consideration to arrive at the 
findings and the findings are based on proper appreciation 
and analysis of the evidence adduced ui die proceedings. 
Hence, the findings of the Enquiry Officer cannot be said 
to be perverse. 

10. So far the proportionality of the punishment is 
concerned; it is found from the record that serious 
misconducts have been proved against the workman in a 
properly conducted departmental enquiry. The punishment 
is no way shockingly disproportionate to the charges 
leveled against the workman. So, there is no scope to 
interfere with the punishment. Hence, it is ordered:— 

ORDER 

The action of the management of State Bank of India 
through itsAsstt General Manager, Nagpur, in awarding 
the punishment of dismissal from service to Sbri Kishore 
S/o Yashwantrao Vaidya, Agri., Assistant at Amgaon 
Branch, Distt Gondia is justified. The workman is not 
entitled to any relief. 

J P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 

^ 25 2011 
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New Dellii, the 25 th November, 2011 

S.O. 3738.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 13/2005 of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
NAGPUR as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Western Coalfields 
Ltd., and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 25/11/2011 

[No. L-22012/53/2004-IR(CM~I I)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHR1 J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER 


CGJT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
CaseNo. CGIT/NGP/13/2005 Dated: 28.10.2011 


Party No. 1 

: The General Manager, 

Western Coalfields Ltd., 

Pench Area, PO Parasia, 

Distt Chindwara (MP) 


Versus 

Party No, 2 

: Shri GN. Shah, Chief General Secretary, 
Madhya Pradesh Koyla Khadan 
Mazdoor Panchayat, PO. Junnardeo, 
Distt. Chindwara, (MP) 


AWARD 


(Dated: 2 8th October, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (l) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Westen Coalfields Limited and their 
workman Shri Baijnath, for adjudication, as per letter 
No.L-22012/53/2004-IR(CM-lI) dated 11.01.20Q5, with the 
following schedule:— 

"Whether the action of the management of the 
Manager Western Coalfields Limited Pencil Area 
Post-Dungaria Distt. Chindwara (MP) in not 
providing employment to Shri Baijnath, the 
dependent son of Shri Gangacharan S/o. Ramdin, 
Dresser in his place on the ground of medically 
unfit is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were noticed to 
file their respective statement of claim and written statement, 
in response to which, the union, "Madhya Pradesh Koyla 
Khadan Mazdoor Panchayat Union" ("the Union" in short) 
filed the statement of claim on behalf of Shri Baijnath the 
("the applicant" in short) and the management of W.C.L. 
("party no. 1" in short) filed the written statement. 

3. The case of the applicant as projected by the union, 
in the statement of claim is that deceased Gangacharan 
was working under the party no. 1 at Bhomori mine of 
Western Coal Field Ltd. and he was declared medically 
unfit on 26.08.1992 and he expired on 02.05.1993 and the 
applicant, being the dependent son of deceased 
Gangacharan applied for his employment in 1992, but due 
to closure of Bhomori mine, his application was kept 
pending for a long time and lastly, the applicant was asked 
to appear before the Medical Board for examination on 
19.11.1995 and the applicant was not provided with 
employment, as the Medical Board found him to have 
crossed the age of 35 years and the applicant is an illiterate 
man and after a gap of three years from submission of the 
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application by tho applicant, be was medically examined 
and found to be 36 years of age and as per the age of the 
applicant mentioned in the LLTC form submitted by 
Gurucharan, the age of the applicant was 30 years as on 
19.11.1995 and as per the certificate given by the panchayat, 
the age of the applicant was 33 years as on 19.11.1995 and 
as such, the findings of the Medical Board without any 
record is not fair and the union took up the case of the 
applicant in the company level IR meeting at the 
headquarters of WCL at Nagpur on 27.03.2000 and after a 
prolong discussion, management offered to grant monetary 
compensation to the wife of the applicant, but pasty no.l 
did not provide monetary compensation to the wife of the 
applicant or employment to the applicant. 

Prayer has been made either to give employment to 
the applicant or monetary compensation to his wife with 
retrospective effect. 

4. The party no. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
internalia that WCL is a subsidiary of Coal India Ltd. and 
is governed by the N.C.W.A. and besides the N.C.W.A., 
standing orders are also applicable to the employees and 
in N.C.W.A.-II, which came into effect from 01.01.1979, for 
the first time provisions were made for giving employment 
to dependents of the employees becoming medically 
permanent unfit or employees, who died in service and 
deceased Gurucharan was working as dresser at Bhomori 
Colliery, Pench Area and he was examined by the Medical 
Board as per the provisions of Rule 29(b) of the Mines 
Rules and he was declared medically unfit form 26.08.1992 
and as he was declared medically unfit for further service, 
he was advised to submit particulars of his dependents, so 
as to provide employment to them and accordingly 
deceased Gurucharan requested to provide employment 
to his son, Baijnath, the applicant of this case and the claim 
for employment of the applicant was forwarded to The 
competent authority for approval and approval of the 
competent authority for employment of the workman was 
received by the Area management and the applicant was 
offered appointment subject to medical fitness and the 
applicant was examined by the Medical Officer of the 
company under Rule-29 of the Mines Rule and he was 
found unfit for employment in Mines and the case of the 
applicant was sent to age verification committee for age 
verification and the age verification committee consisting 
of three doctors found the age of the claimant to be more 
than 40 years as on 15.12.1995 and under the provision of 
employment for providing employment to dependent, the 
age should be below 35 years and the IME report in form 
no. ’O' of the applicant was forwarded by the Deputy Chief 
Medical officer, Barkal Hospital vide his letter no. 231 
dated 01.02.1996 and for the said reasons, the applicant 
was not provided with employment and the age as 
mentioned in LLTC form or certificate of Panchayat cannot 
be treated as the authenticated age of the applicant and 
the applicant is not entitled for any relief. 


5. In support of their respective claims, both the 
parties have adduced oral evidence, besides placing 
reliance on the documentary evidence. GN. Shaha and Riaz 
Ahmed Khan have been examined as witnesses no.! and 2 
respectively on behalf of the applicant, where as one Samir 
Barla has been examined as a witness on behalf of the 
part>' no. 1. The evidence of the witnesses examined by the 
parties is in the same line of the respective stands taken by 
the parties in the statement of claim and written statement 
respectively, it is necessary to mention here that in view of 
the documentary evidence adduced by the parties and as 
most of the facts are admitted by the parties,! think that 
there is no need to discuss the ora! evidence adduced by 
the parties elaborately. 

6. Before delving into the merit of matter. I, .hink it 
necessary to mention the admitted facts of the c? se. It is 
admitted by the parties that Gurucharan was worl dng as a 
dresser at Bhomori collier)', Pench area of WCL ar d he was 
declared medically unfit from 26.08.1992 for ford) ;r service 
and as per the direction of the management of W' JL he had 
requested to give employment to his deperdent son, 
Baijnath, the present applicant. Though, part? no. 1 has 
claimed that Exhibit M-2 is the application filed by 
Gurucharan, on perusal of the same, it is found that the 
same is the application of Baijnath to provide him 
employment. It will not be out of place to mention here that 
though it is claimed by the applicant that he filed the 
application for providing employment sometime in the 
year, 1992 and has filed exhibit W-2 in support of such 
claim, from the materials on record, it is founc that the 
applicant actually filed the application on 10.05.1993., which 
was received by the management in 25.05.1993. Though, 
exhibit W-2 shows that the same is an application of the 
applicant for employment and bears the date 30.08.1992, 
there is nothing on the same to show that the »aid 
application was submitted on 30.08.1992 or in the year 1992 
and management of WCL received the same. On the o her 
hand, Exhibit M-2 shows that the said application was 
submitted after 02.05.1993, as in the application, there is 
mention about the death of Gurucharan on 02.05.1993, which 
clearly indicates that the application was submitted after 
02.05.1993. In Exhibit W-3 shows that the said application 
was received by the management on 25.05.1993 Exhibit W- 
6, which is an application filed by the applicant on 
15.01.1996 it has been mentioned that the applicant filed 
the application for employment in 1993. Hence, it is foun d 
that the applicant filed the application for employment on 
25.05.1993 and that Exhibit W-2 is not a genuine document. 

It is also not disputed that the applicant was offered 
employment subject to medical fitness. It is also not 
disputed that the applicant was medically examined and 
the Medical Board examined him on 15.12.1995 and opined 
his age to be ± 40 Years. It is also not disputed by the 
parties that there was and is provision in N.C.W.A. for 
giving employment to one of the dependents of a workman 
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who is permanently disabled and the dependents for this 
purpose, means the wife/husband as the case may be, 
unmarried daughter, son and legally adopted son and if no 
such direct dependent is available for employment, brother, 
widowed daughter/widowed daughter-in-law or son-in-law 
residing with the employee and almost wholly dependent 
on the earning of the employee and the dependents to be 
considered for employment should be physically fit and 
suitable for appointment and aged not more than 35 years 
provided that the age limit in case of employment of female 
spouse would be 45 years. 

It is also necessary to mention here that the witness 
for the party no. 1 has admitted that at per implementation 
instruction no. 18 of NCWA-ll, employment to the 
dependents is to be given within two months from the date 
of receipt of the application by the management from the 
claimant and there is provision in the settlement arrived on 
02.11.1992 regarding employment of the dependent within 
one month from the date of receipt of the application. 

7. According to the claim of the party no. 1, though 
the applicant was offered appointment, he was not 
appointed on the grounds that he was medically found 
unfit and as he was found to be more than 40 years of age 
by the age determination committee consisting of three 
doctors. 

On the other hand, it is claimed by the applicant that 
he was below thirty five years of age on the date of 
application and so also on the date of his medical 
examination and such facts can be found from the form or 
LLTC submitted by Gurucharan on 04.06.1982 and the 
certificate granted, by the Panchayat. 

8. After going through the record including the 
evidence, both oral and documentary adduced by the 
parties and taking into consideration the submissions made 
by the learned advocate for the parties and the principles 
enunciated by the Hon'ble Apex court in the decisions, on 
which reliance has been placed by the learned advocate 
for the applicant, it is found that the contention raised by 
the party no. 1 that the applicant was found medically unfit 
is not at all correct. There is nothing on Exhibit M-3, the 
report of medical examination under Rule 29(B) that on 
medical examination, the applicant was found to be 
medically unfit. Rather, Exhibit M-5 shows that the applicant 
was examined and declared medically fit by medical 
committee. Hence, the only question remains for 
consideration is in respect of the age of the applicant. 

According to party no. I, the age determination 
committee found the age of the applicant to be more than 
40 years on his medical examination on 15.12.1995 and 
therefore, he was not entitled to employment. It is necessary 
to mention that party no. 1 has admitted that Gurucharan 
had submitted an application to give employment to the 
applicant soon after he was declared medically unfit. Party 


No. 1 in the written statement has also admitted that the 
applicant submitted application for employment in 1993. In 
spite of submission of such applications, the applicant 
was not given employment either within one month as per 
the provision in the settlement dated 02.11.1992 or within 
two months, as per the provision of implementation 
instruction no. 18 of NC WA-II, from the date of receipt of 
the application. It was only on 15.12.1995, the applicant 
was medically examined. 

Moreover, on perusal of the medical examination 
reports. Exhibit M-3, M-4 and M-5, it is found that the 
contention of party no. I that the age of the applicant was 
found to be more than 40 years is not at all correct. The 
said documents reveal that the Medical board gave the 
opinion that the age of the applicant was 40 years 
± 5 years, on 15.12.1995, which means that the applicant 
was within 35 years to 45 years of age. The committee did 
not give any definite age of the applicant. As labour laws 
are social laws and are meant for the benefit of the weaker 
section of the society, the opinion given by the committee 
should have been considered in favour of the applicant 
and his age should have been held to the just below 
35 years of age and more so, in view of the LLTC form 
submitted by Gurucharan on 04,06.1982, where in the age 
of the applicant was mentioned as 17 years on 04.06.1982, 
when there was no controversy regarding the age of the 
applicant. So the contention of party no. I that the age of 
the applicant was found more then 40 years by the 
committee is not correct. 

9. In view of the materials on record and the 
discussions made above, it is found that, the action of 
party no. 1 in not giving employment to the applicant is not 
legal and justified. The applicant is entitled tor employment 
w.e.f. 15.12.1995, holding his age to be less than 3 5 years 
by one day, in absence of any definite evidence regarding 
the date of birth. Hence, it is ordered:— 

ORDER 

The action of the management of the Manager 
Western Coalfields Limited Pench Area Post-Dungaria 
Distt. Chindwara (MP) in not providing employment to 
Shri Baijnath, the dependent son of Shri Gangacharan 
S/o. Ramdin, Dresser in his place on the ground of 
medically unfit is illegal and unjustified. The party no. 1, 
management of Western Coalfields Ltd., Pench Area is 
directed to give employment to the applicant, Baijnath 
notionally w.e.f. 15.12.1995 taking his date of Birth (age) 
as one day less than 35 years of age. However, the applicant 
is not entitled to monetary benefit of any kind till the actual 
date of joining the service. He will be entitled towages in 
accordance with the Rules of WCL from the date of his 
actual joining in the service. The party no. 1 is directed to 
give effect to the award within one month from the date of 
the publication of the award in the official gazette. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 25th November, 2011 

S.O. 3739.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 190/2011 of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal~cum-Labour Court No. I, 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of food Corporation of 
India, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 25/11/2011. 

[No. L-2201 21 187/2002-IR(CM-I I)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR.R.K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALNO. I, 
KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX DELHI 

I.D. No. 190/2011 

Shri Jagdish, 

C/o Hind Mazdoor Sabha, 

D-10 i, Prem Nagar-II, 

Near Nag Mandir, 40 Phoota Road, 

Nangaloi, Delhi-110041. 

Workman 

Versus 

The Distt. Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Kamal, Haryana. 

Management 

AWARD 

A Committee, under the Chairmanship of 
Shri R.S. Pan war, Deputy Manager, was constituted by the 
Food Corporation of India (herein after referred to as the 
Corporation) for identification of contract workers, working 
at Taraori (Kamal) Depot, for their induction in the services 
of the Corporation. The Committee identified 82 such 
workers and submitted its report, alongwith the list of the 
workers, to the Corporation. At serial number 50 of that list 
name of Jagdish son of Shri Ram Kishan figured. One 
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Jagdish Chauhan son of Shri Ram Kishan Chauhan wa? 
appointed against that name. Claimant made a 
representation dated 29.1.98 claiming himself to be the 
person whose name appeared at serial number 50 of the 
list, referred above. When his representation did not find 
favours with the Corporation, he raised a dispute before 
the Conciliation Officer. On failure of conciliation 
proceedings the appropriate Government referred the 
dispute to this Tribunal, vide order No. L-22012/187/2002- 
IR (CM-II), New Delhi dated 8.4.2003, with following 
terms: 

"Whether the action of the management of FC1 
Tarawori (Kamal) in denying appointment letter to 
Sh. Jagdish S/o Sh. Ram Kishan inspite of the fact 
that his name figures in the record of registers of the 
FCI, is legal and justified? If not to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?" 

2. Claim statement was filed by Shri Jagdish son of 
Shri Ram Kishan pleading that he worked with the 
Corporation at its Taraori depot since 1990 till! 987. During 
the year 1995-96 a committee was constituted for 
identification of workers for their induction in the services 
of the Corporation. He was physically identified as one of 
the worker, who worked at the aforesaid depot. His name 
appeared at serial number 50 of the list, submitted by the 
Committee. An appointment letter was issued in his name 
on 22/23 January 1998. However mischievously bio-data 
of Jagdish Chauhan son of Shri Ram Kishan Chauhan 
was attached to the said appointment letter. In place of 
the claimant Shri Jagdish Chauhan was appointed by the 
Corporation. 

3. Representation dated 29.1.98 was made requesting 
rectification of mistake and issuance of an appointment 
letter in his favour, pleads the claimant. He also paid 
personal visit to the Regional Office of the Corporation, 
but to no avail. Representations dated 23.3.99 and 5.10.99 
were made but no fruitful result was achieved. Legal notice 
dated 16.2.2000 was served. He claims a direction in his 
favour for appointment in the service of the Corporation 
from 28.1.1998 with all consequential benefits. 

4. Claimed was demurred by the Corporation, pleading 
that there was no espousal of the dispute, hence it cannot 
partake character of an industrial dispute. It is claimed that 
this Tribunal lacks jurisdiction to entertain it. It has been 
projected that the claimant never worked a Taraori depot of 
the Corporation. Constitution of a committee for 
identification of contract workers for induction in the 
services of the Corporation is not in dispute. It is pleaded 
that name of Jagdish Chauhan son of Shri Ram Kishan 
Chauhan was there at serial number 50 of the list and he 
was appointed in the service of the Corporation. Factum of 
making representations and service of legal notice are not 
disputed. Since there was no cause in his favour the 
claimant was informed that he was not entitled for an 
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appointment, as claimed. It has been pleaded that his claim 
is liable to be rejected. 

5. On pleadings of the parties, following issue were 
settled by my Id. Predecessor: 

1. Whether the present proceedings are not 
maintainable for want of requisite espousal by 
the workers as alleged in the preliminary objection 
No. 1 of the W.S.? If so its effect. 

2. Whether the reference is not maintainable for want 
of territorial jurisdiction as alleged in preliminary 
objection No. 2 of the written statement 0 

3. Whether the claimant is a workman as defined in 
l.D. Act and there exist relationship of employer 
and employee between the parties? 

4. As pe r terms of reference? 

5. Relief 

6. It would not be out of place to mention that vide 
order No. Z-22019/6/2007-1R, C-II dated 11.2.2008, the case 
was transferred by the appropriate Government to the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. 2, New Delhi 
for disposal and was again retransferred to this Tribunal 
on 8.7.201 \,vide order No. Z-22019/6/2007-IR, C-II, dated 
30th March, 2011. 

7. The claimant has examined himself in the case. 
Shri Girish Kumar, Deputy General Manager, entered the 
witness box for the Corporation. No other witness was 
examined by the either of the parties. 

8. Arguments are heard at the bar. Shri S.K. Gupta, 
authorised representative, advanced arguments on behalf 
of the claimant. Shri Deepak Diwan, authorised 
representative, presented facts on behalf of the Corporation. 
I have given my careful consideration to the arguments 
advanced at the bar and cautiously perused the record. 
My findings on issues involved in the controversy are as 
follows: 

ISSUE NO. 2. 

9. The Corporation agitates that appointment of 
contract workers in its service has taken place at Taraori 
(Kamal) hence this Tribunal has no territorial jurisdiction 
to entertain the dispute referred to it for adjudication. Claim 
of employment or non-employment of the claimant also 
relates to depot at Taraori, which falls in Haryana, asserts 
the Corporation. On those courts it has been projected 
that this Tribunal lacks territorial jurisdiction over the 
subject matter, which it is supposed to adjudicate. 

ltf The word "jurisdiction” means authority to decide 
or the legal authority of a court or tribunal to do certain 
things in the process of adjudication of a list. In the context 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (in short the Act) the 
word "jurisdiction" may be used in three senses viz: 


(i) ‘he jurisdiction by constitution of the tribunal, 

(ii) local j urisdiction of the tribunal, or 

(iii) the jurisdiction with respect to the subject matter 
of the dispute. 

11. An industrial tribunal, being creature of the Act, 
therefore, its jurisdiction is confined by the Act. the 
jurisdiction of the tribunal has been limited by the 
provisions of section 10(4) of the Act to confine its 
adjudication to "the points specified in the order of reference 
and matters incidental thereto". The jurisdiction of the 
tribunal emanates from the order of reference. A reference 
for adjudication to an industrial tribunal can be made by 
the appropriate Government. Therefore, if the subject matter 
of the dispute does not lie within the local limit of the State 
Government, which makes the reference, the reference will 
not be competent and the tribunal constituted by such a 
state government will not be competent to adjudicate upon 
such a reference. 

12. Here in the case, this Tribunal has been 
constituted by the Central Government, who is the 
appropriate Government in relation to an industrial dispute 
concerning the Corporation. The Central Government has 
jurisdiction on a subject matter which is situated within the 
territory of any state or union territory. Therefore the fact 
that the subject matter falls at Taraori depot of the 
Corporation it would not take it out of the territorial 
jurisdiction of the Central Government. This Tribunal, being 
constituted by the Central Government, has jurisdiction 
on the subject matter which is within the territory of India, 
over which the Central Government has jurisdiction. Thus 
it is clear that this tribunal has territorial jurisdiction on the 
subject matter, which has been referred to ii lor adjudication. 
Issue is answered against the Corporation. 

ISSUE NO. 1 

13. The Corporation agitates that the claimant cannot 
raise a claim without being espoused by a trade union or 
by any substantial number of workmen Since the claimant 
had raised an individual dispute this Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction to entertain it. To rebut the contention raised 
by the Corporation, the claimant project that since a dispute 
has been referred by the appropriate Government to this 
Tribunal for adjudication, this Tribunal is under an 
obligation to answer it on merits. It has been projected that 
this Tribunal cannot discard the matter on technicalities 
However, the claimant opted to adduce no evidence on the 
issue that his dispute was espoused by a trade union in¬ 
substantial number of workmen. 

14. The appropriate Government, on being satisfied 
that an industrial dispute exists or is apprehended, may 
refer it to an Industrial Tribunal for adjudication, enacts 
clause (d) of sub-section (I) of section 10 of the Act. 
Therefore, the appropriate Government has to satisfy that 
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an industrial dispute exists or apprehended between the 
workmen and their employer. Consequently, definition of 
the word “industiral dispute” is to be appreciated. Clause 
(k) of section 2 of the Act defines the word "industrial 
dispute" in the following manner: 

“(k) industrial dispute means any dispute or 
difference between the employers and employers or 
between employers and workmen or between 
workmen and workmen, which is connected with the 
employment or non employment or the terms of 
employment or with the conditions of labour, of any 
person”. 

15. The definition of the word "industrial dispute” 
referred above can be divided into four parts viz. (i) factum 
of dispute, (ii) parties to the dispute, vis (a) employers and 
employers (b) employers and employees or (c) workmen 
and workmen, (3) subject matter of the dispute, which 
should be connected with (i) employment or non 
employment, or (ii) terms of employment, or (iii) conditions 
of labour of any person, and (iv) it should relate to an 
“industry”. 

16. The definition of the word “industrial dispute” is 
worded in wide terms and unless it is narrowed by the 
meaning given to the word “workman” it would seem to 
include all “employers”, “all employments” and all 
“workmen” whatever nature of the scope of the 
employment may be. Therefore except in the case where 
there can be dispute between the employer and employers 
and workmen and workmen, one of the parties to an 
industrial dispute must be an employee or a class of 
employees. The first point, therefore, to be noted, perhaps 
self evident, is that the phrase “employer and workman”, 
the plural may include singular on either side, or any 
permutation of singular, the mesculine including the 
feminine. In order, therefore, to determine as to whether a 
controversy or difference or a dispute is an "industrial 
dispute” or not it must be determined whether the workman 
concerned or workmen sponsoring his case satisfy the 
conditions of clause (s) of section 2 of the Act. Here in the 
case, the Corporation disputes that the claimant is a 
workman within the meaning of clause (s) of section 2 of 
the Act. 

17. “Dispute or difference” between “employers and 
employers” or between “employers and workmen” or 
between “workmen and workmen” which is connected with 
the employment or non-employment or the terms of 
employment or with the conditions of labour, of any person 
would fall within the ambit of the definition of "industrial 
dispute". In other words, a dispute or difference must relate 
to either the employment or non-employment or terms of 
employment or the condition of labour of any person. Unless 
a dispute is connected with these matters, it will not satisfy 
the requirement of law and will not fall within the ambit of 
an “industiral dispute”. However the phrase, “any dispute 


*** which is connected with the emp'ovment or non- 
employmnet *** of any person” is of unqualified width. 

18. “Non-employment” is the negative of 
“employment” and would mean that the dispute of workmen 
out of service with their employers are within the ambit of 
definition of “industrial dispute". It may relate to existing 
employment or to a contemplated employment, or it may 
relate to an existing fact of non-employment or a 
contemplated non-employment. In Western India 
Automobile Association case [ 1949 (1) LLJ 245] the Federal 
Court elucidated this point by following illustrations: 

‘(i) An employer has already employed a person and 
Trade Union says: “please do not employ him”. 
Such a dispute is a dispute as to employment or in 
connection with employment. 

(ii) An employer gives notice to a Union that he wishes 
to employee two particular persons. The Union 
says: “No". This is a dispute as to employment. It 
arises out of the desire of the employer to employ 
certain persons. 

(iii) An employer may dismiss a man or decline to 
employ him. This matter raises a dispute as to non¬ 
employment. 

(iv) An employer contemplates turning out employees 
who are already in his employment. It is a dispute 
as to contemplated “non-employment’. 

19. The failure to employ or refusal to employ are 
actions on the part of the employer which would be covered 
by the term “employment or non-employment”. Though 
“refusal to employ” is not specified in the Second or the 
Third Schedule to the Act, it would be covered by the 
residuary item in the Second Schedule, viz item No. 6 “all 
matters other than those specified in the Third Schedule”. 
Hence, this Tribunal will have jurisdiction to adjudicate on 
an “industrial dispute” arising out of the “refusal” of an 
employer to employ a person who is entitled to work. See 
Naihati Electric Supply Co. [1974(H) LLJ. 179], Crompton 
Engineering, Madras (Pvt.) Ltd. [1975(1) LLJ. 207] and 
Management of Ramakrishna Oil Mills, Erode (1989 Lab. 
I.C.1524). 

20. The expression “any person” in the end of the 
definition of 'industrial dispute” is not subject to any 
qualification, restriction or limitation as to its scope. The 
word ‘person” has not been limited to a “workman” nor it 
is co-extensive with “any workman", potential or otherwise. 
It, therefore, cannot exclude an outsider. See Vijay Kumar 
Mills [1964(11) LLJ, 399]. InN.K. Sen [1953(1) LLJ. 6] the 
Bombay High Court expounded the cruicial test of direct 
and substantial interest of the workmen in employment, 
non-employment or the terms of employment or conditions 
of labour of the person concerned and further ruled that in 
the absence of such interest no industrial dispute could be 
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raised with regard to such a person. This test was approved 
by the Apex Cour in Dimakuchi Tea Estate [1958 (I) LU 500] 
and subjected the construction of the expression 'any 
person' to the following two limitation: (i) The dispute must 
be a real dispute between the parties, and (ii) The person 
regarding whom the dispute is raised must be one in whose 
employment, non-employment, terms of employment or 
conditions of labour, the parties to the dispute have a direct 
or substantial interest. 

21. The decision in Dimakuchi Tea Estate (supra) 
was approved by a longer Bench of five judges in 
Dahinageapar Tea Estate [1958 (II) LLJ 498]. In Kyas 
Construction Company (Pvt.) Ltd. [1958 (2) LLJ 660] Apex 
Court ruled that an industrial dispute need not be a dispute 
between the employer and his workman and that the 
definition of the expression "industrial dispute" is wide 
enough to cater a dispute raised by the employer's workman 
with regard to non employment of others, who may not be 
employed as workman at the relevant time thus it is not 
expedient that the dispute must relate to a workman and 
only than it can partake character of an industrial dispute. 
If the dispute is real and the person in whose employment, 
non-employment, terms of employment or conditions of 
labour the parties to the dispute have a direct or substantial 
interest, it would be an industrial dispute, despite the fact 
that person was not a workman. 

22. The Apex Court in Bombay Union of Journalists 
[1961 (II) LLJ 436] has observed that in each case in 
ascertaining whether an individual dispute has acquired 
the character of an industrial dispute, the test is whether at 
the date of reference, the dispute was adopted by the union 
of the workmen of the employer against whom, the dispute 
is raised by an individual workman or by an appreciable 
number of workmen. In order, therefore, to convert an 
individual dispute into an industrial dispute, it has to be 
established that it has been taken up by the Union of 
employees of the establishment or by an appreciable 
number of the employees of the establishment. As far as 
union of the workmen of establishment itself is concerned, 
the problem of espousal by them generally presents little 
difficuly, since such workmen who are members of such 
unions generally have a continuity of interest with an 
individual employee who is one of their fellow workmen. 
But difficulty arise when the cause of workman, in a 
particular establishment is sponsored by a union which is 
not of the workmen of that establishment but is one of 
which membership is open to workmen of their 
establishment as well as in that industry. In such a case a 
union, which has only microscopic number of the workmen 
as its member, cannot sponsor any dispute arising between 
the workmen and the management. A representative 
character of the union has to be gathered from the strength 
of the actual number of co-workers sponsoring the dispute. 
The mere fact that a substantial number of workmen of the 
establishment in which the concerned workman was 


employed were also members of the union would not 
constitute sponsorship. It must be shown that they were 
connected together and arrived at an understanding by a 
resolution or by other means and collectively submitted 
the dispute. 

23. The expression "industrial disputes" has been 
construed by the Apex Court to include individual disputes, 
because of the scheme of the Act. In Raghu Nath Gopal 
Patvardhan [1957(1) LLJ 27] the Apex Court ruled as to 
what dispute can be called as an industrial dispute. It was 
laid thereon that (1) a dispute between the employer and a 
single workman cannot be an industrial dispute, (2) it cannot 
be per-se be an industrial dispute but may become if it is 
taken up by a trade union or a number of workmen. In 
Duarampal Prem Chand [ 1965 (1) LU 668] it was commanded 
by the Apex Court that a dispute raised by a single workman 
cannot become an industrial dispute unless it is supported 
either by his union or in the absence of a union by 
substantial number of workmen. Same law was laid in the 
case of Indian Express Newspaper (Pvt.) Limited [ 1970 (1) 
LU 132]. However in Western India Match Company [1970 
(II) LLJ 256], the Apex Court referred the precedent in 
Dimakuchi Tea Estate's case (supra) and ruled that a dispute 
relating to "any person becomes a dispute where the person 
in respect of whom it is raised is one in whose employment, 
non employment, terms of employment or conditions of 
labour, the parties, dispute for a direct or substantial 
interest". 

24. What a substantia! or considerable number of 
workmen would be in a given case, depend on particular 
facts of the case. The fact that an "industrial dispute", is 
supported by other workmen will have to be established 
either in the form of a resolution of the union of which 
workman may be member or of the workmen themselves 
who support the dispute or in any other manner. From the 
mere fart that a general union, at whose instance an 
"industrial dispute" concerning an individual workman is 
referred for adjudication, has on its roll a few of foe workmen 
of the establishment as its members, it cannot be inferred 
that the individual dispute has been converted into an 
"industrial dispute". The Tribunal has therefore, to consider 
foe question as to how many of the fellow workman actually 
espoused the cause of the concerned workman by 
participating in the particular resolution of the union. In 
the absence of a such a determination by the Tribunal, it 
cannot be said that the individual dispute acquired the 
character of an industrial dispute and the Tribunal will not 
acquire jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the dispute. 
Nevertheless, in order to make a dispute an industrial 
dispute, it is not necessary that there should always be a 
resolution of substantial or appreciable number of workmen. 
What is necessary is that there should be some express or 
collective will of a substantial or an appreciable member of 
the workmen treating the cause of the individual workman 
as their own cause. Law to this effect was laid in 
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P. Somasundrameran [1970(1) LLJ 558], 

25. It is not necessary that the sponsoring union is a 
registered trade union or a recognized trade union. Once it 
is shown that a body of substantial number of workmen 
either acting through a union or otherwise had sponsored 
the workman's cause, it is sufficient to convert it into an 
industrial dispute. In Pardeep Lamp Works [1970 (1) LLJ 
507] complaints relating to dispute of ten workmen were 
filed before the Conciliation Officer by the individual 
workmen themselves. But their case was subsequently 
taken up by a new union formed by a large number of co 
workman, if not a majority of them. Since this union was 
not registered or recognized, the workmen elected five 
representatives to prosecute the cases of ten dismissed 
workmen. Thus cases of the dismissed workmen were 
espoused by the new union, yet unregistered and 
unrecognized. The Apex Court held that the fact that these 
disputes w ere not taken up by a registered or recognized 
union does not mean that they were not "industrial dispute". 

26. It is not expedient that same union should remain 
in-charge of that dispute till its adjudication The dispute 
may be espoused by the workmen of an establishment, 
through a particular union for making such a dispute an 
"industrial dispute", while the workman may be represented 
before the Tribunal for the purpose of section 36 of the Act 
by a member of executive or officer bearer of altogether 
another union. The crux of the matter is that the dispute 
should be a dispute between the employer and his workmen. 
It is not necessary that the dispute must be espoused or 
conducted only by a registered trade union. Even if a trade 
union ceases to be registered trade union during the 
continuance of the adjudication proceedings that would 
not affect the maintainability of the order of reference. Law 
to this effect was laid by the High Court of Orissa in Gammon 
India Limited [1974 (II) LLJ 34], For ascertaining as to 
whether an individual dispute has acquired character of an 
individual dispute, the test is whether on the date of the 
reference the dispute was taken up as supported by the 
union of the workmen of the employer against whom the 
oispate is raised by the individual workman or by an 
appreciable number of the workman. In other words, the 
validity of the reference of an industrial dispute must be 
judged ;>n ihe facts as they stood on the date of the 
reference and not necessarily on the date when the cause 
occurs. Reference can be made to a precedent in Western 
India Match Co. Ltd. (supra). 

27 Industrial law makes it clear that an individual 
dispute would not be an industrial dispute. For acquiring 
status of an industrial dispute, an individual dispute should 
be taken up bv a trade union or a substantial number of 
workmen of (he establishment. Reference can be made to 
Cc ^rceodent m Raghu NathGopai Patvardhan (1957 (1) 
l.U 2, ! and Shn Ram Tiwari (1979 Lab. l.C. 513). This 
■ C\ i.vi‘ n of Lw created hardship for an individual workman 


who were discharged, dismissed, retrenched or whose 
services were otherwise terminated when they could not 
find support by a union or any appreciable number of 
workman to espouse their cause. Section 2-A of the Act 
was engrafted by the Legislature and it has to be read as an 
extension of the definition of "industrial dispute" as 
contained in clause (k) of section 2 of the Act. Provisions 
of section 2-A of the Act do away with the requirement of 
espousal of an individual dispute for converting it into an 
industrial dispute in cases where the dispute arises out of 
(i) discharge (ii) dismissal (iii) retrenchment, or (iv) 
otherwise termination of service of an individual workman. 
By introducing the legal fiction that the dispute of an 
individual workman connected with or arising out of his 
discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination 
of his services by his employer will constitute an industrial 
dispute notwithstanding that no other workman nor any 
union of workman is a party to the dispute, the definition 
of word "industrial dispute" has been enlarged. After 
enactment of section 2A of the Act it is not necessary that 
a dispute relating to discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or 
otherwise termination of services of a workman must be 
sponsored by a trade union or a substantial number of 
workmen. In other words, even if it is not sponsored by a 
trade union or substantial number of workmen such a 
dispute will be deemed to be an industrial dispute. 
Therefore, such a dispute can either ipso facto be deemed 
to be an industrial dispute on a demand made by the 
workman himself or by espousal of the dispute by a trade 
union or a body of workmen. 

28 Now I would turn to the facts of the present 
controversy to assess as to whether the dispute is an 
individual dispute or an industrial dispute. In his affidavit 
Ex. WW1/A the claimant draws a blank on the issue that 
his dispute was adopted by a union of the workmen of the 
Corporation. He had also not put forward a case that his 
claim was espoused by a substantial number of workmen. 
It is not a case relating to discharge, dismissal, retrenchment 
or otherwise termination of services of the claimant. 
Therefore, it is evident that ho evidence worth name was 
projected by the claimant to show that his dispute was 
espoused by a recognized trade union of the establishment 
of the Corporation or by a substantial number of workmen. 
It is not a case which acquires a character of an industrial 
dispute by use of legal fiction enacted in section 2-A of the 
Act. It has not been shown that substantial number of the 
workmen were having direct and substantial interest in the 
employment, terms of employment or conditions of labour 
of the claimant in the service of the Corporation. All these 
factors make it evident that the dispute projected by the 
claimant before the Conciliation Officer had not acquired a 
character of an industrial dispute, without being espoused 
by a recognized union of the establishment of the 
Corporation or substantial number or workmen. Individual 
dispute raised by the claimant cannot be referred for 
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adjudication Consequently it is concluded that an 
individual dispute was referred by the appropriate 
Government to this Tribunal for adjudication. Issue is, 
therefore, answered in favour of the Corporation and 
against the claimant. 

ISSUE NO. 3,4 AND 5. 

29. For referring an industrial dispute to adjudication, 
the appropriate Government should satisfy itself, on the 
facts and circumstances brought to its notice, in its 
subjective opinion that an industrial dispute exists or is 
apprehended. The factual existence of a dispute or its 
apprehension and expediency of making a reference are 
matters entirely for the Government to decide. An order 
making a reference is an administrative act and the fact that 
the Government has to form an opinion as to the factual 
existence of an industrial dispute as a preliminary step to 
the discharge of its function does not take it out of 
administrative function of the Government. The adequacy 
or sufficiency of material on which opinion was formed is 
beyond the pale of judicial scrutiny. 

30. However the appropriate Government has no 
jurisdiction to refer an individual dispute for adjudication. 
Since an individual dispute was referred, this Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to entertain it. Accordingly the Tribunal 
refrains its hands from adjudication of this individual 
dispute for which the appropriate Government was not 
competent to make a reference. Reference order is answered, 
accordingly. Award passed, in terms of above reasons, be 
sent to appropriate Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
28 2011 
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New Delhi, the 28th November, 2011 

S.O. 3740,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 16/2006) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
KANPUR now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 


management of CANARA BANK and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21'? 1/20 U. 

[No. L-l2012/122/200>lR(B-ii;j 

SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, HJS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, C ENTRAL GOVERN ME NT INDl 'STRIA i 
TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 16 of2006 

Sri Netra Pal Singh, 

Son of Sri Rewati Prasad, 

C/o Sri K.C. Saxena, 

2/4 Mathura N agar, 

Near Railway Station, 

Aligarh. 

And 

The Deputy General Manager, 

Canara Bank, 

Disciplinary Action Cell, 

Circle Office, 

Gomti Nagar, 

Lucknow-226010 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Mol, New Delhi vide 
Notification dated L-12012/122'2005-lR (B-ll) drw-i 
20.02.2006, has referred the following dispute to this tri WaJ 
for its adjudication— 

2. Whether it is a fact that Sri Netra Pal Singh 
engaged as a waterman/peon during the period from 13.05.86 
to 10.08.04 by the management of Canara Bank at then 
Akharabad Branch? If so whether the action ot the 
management of Canara Bank in terminating Sri Netrapai 
Singh from service from 1 Ot’n August, 2004, and at the same 
time engaging his juniors is legal and justified? (If not what 
relief the workman concerned is entitled to)? 

3. Brief facts are— 

4. It is alleged by the Claimant Sri Netra Pal Singh 
that he was employed as a water boy cum peon as daily 
rated worker on 13.5.86 at Akhrabad Branch District Aligarh 
of Canara Bank and he worked till 10.08.04 continuously. 
He was employed through employment exchange. Thus he 
worked for about 18 years continuously in the Akharabad 
District Aligarh branch of the opposite party bank. It is 
also alleged that the claimant had worked with sincerity 
and honestly without giving any room of complaint to his 
superiors. When he asked the opposite party that he she "M 
be made permanent and payment be made accordingly on 
this the opposite party all of sudden removed him from 
service on 10.08.04 in an illegal manner. Before removal he 
was not served with any notice pay or retrenchment 
compensation. Thus the opposite party has committed the 
breach of the provisions of section 25F and G of the 
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Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is also alleged that the 
opposite party had also not paid his wages for the 10 
days before his removal. It is alleged that in the year 2004 
he was getting a consolidated pay of Rs. 500/- and that he 
has also completed for more than 240 days of continuous 
service. 

5. He raised the dispute before the ALC wherein the 
opposite party has accepted his salary of Rs. 500/- per 
month and also accepted the claimant was engaged as part 
time employee at the above branch of the bank. 

6 . Lastly it has been prayed by the claimant that the 
termination of his service be declared as bad in law and he 
be directed to be reinstated in service with full back wages 
and all consequential benefits. 

7. Opposite party has filed written statement wherein 
it is stated that the concerned claimant was never appointed 
as water boy or peon. In fact there has been no post of 
water boy in the bank. In fact he was not appointed even 
as daily rated casual worker, but ws engaged for time to 
time intermittently during summer season that is from April 
to September for supply of water to the customer of the 
bank. The claimant has also not undergone any procedure 
prescribed for recruitment of regular employee. It is denied 
that the claimant ws continuously working for 18 years at 
Akhrabad and Vijai Garh branch of the bank till 10.08.04. As 
he was never appointed the question of payment of salary 
or his confirmation does not arise. It is also denied that the 
claimant ws illegally retrenched with effect from 10.08.2004. 
So there is no question of violation of section 25F and 25G 
of the Act. It is denied that the claimant has worked in the 
bank or more than 240 days in a calendar year. The fact is 
that the claimant had supplied water in the branch during 
summer season and for which he was paid at the rate of 
Rs. 500/-per month. 

8 . It is stated that the bank has stated before the ALC 
is that the claimant had supplied water to the Akhrabad 
branch of the bank in the year 2002 during April to 
September and also during May & June 2004 for which he 
was paid Rs. 500/- per month. It is stated that the claimant 
is not entitled to any relief either of regularization, payment 
of full salary or confirmation etc. Therefore, the claim of the 
claimant is liable to be rejected. 

Both the parties have filed oral as well as 
documentary evidence. 

10. Claimant has adduced himself as w.w. 1. Opposite 
party has adduced Sri M. H. Khan Senior Manager Canara 
Bank as M.W.l. 

11. Heard and perused the record. 

12. The reference is in two parts e.g., first part is 
whether he was engaged as a waterman peon during the 
period from 13.5.86 to 10.08.04 by the opposite party bank 
at their Akharabad Branch. 


13. The claimant has stated on oath that he was 
engaged by the opposite party as a water boy. His 
engagement was though employment exchange. He was 
called for interview and he appeared in the interview. He 
has shown his original certificate during the interview and 
thereafter he was asked to work in Akharabad Branch and 
he was being paid Rs. 5/- per day at that thereafter he was 
being paid Rs. 23/- per day and in the last he was getting 
Rs. 500/- per month and thereby he worked from 13.5.86 to 
10.08.04, He worked continuously for more than 240 days 
in a calendar year and he was also paid bonus during that 
period and also he was being paid his salary through printed 
receipt on which his signature was obtained. 

14. Claimant has proved paper ext. w-1 written by 
Canara Bank to Employment Exchange regarding the 
working of 42 days during the period 1990-91. Paper Ext W-2 
is a letter from Canara Bank to the workman showing 
payment of one day for 5.7.88. Paper Ext. @-3 is a letter by 
bank to the claimant regarding selection of his as daily 
rated worker. This is dated 16.09.92 wherein in he was asked 
to appear in interview on 25.09.92. Ext W-4 is also a letter of 
Canara Bank dated 2.3.91, issued to the claimant regarding 
recruitment of daily wager showing your name (Netra Pal 
Singh) has been sponsored by the District Employment 
Exchange for the post. Hence you are requested to come 
for interview on 9.3.91. Paper no. 9/7 is also a paper issued 
by employment exchange to the opposite party showing 
that the workman Netra Pal Singh had worked in the bank 
for 42 days. 

15. He has stated that in reference to paper no. 9/4 
and 9/7 the originals are in the custody of the opposite 
party. 

16. In this case the claimant has moved an application 
for summoning the records from the opposite party and my 
learned predecessor has passed a detailed order on 
31.07.2007 wherein it was mentioned that the claimant has 
also been paid bonus for the period 1987-88,88-89 and 89- 
90. Opposite party was also required to produced debit 
slips and credit slips and thereafter on several dates 
opportunity was granted to the management and also apart 
from that a heavy cost was imposed on the management. 
But after availing of sufficient opportunity opposite party 
only filed some of the debit slips vide list 16/1 and these 
are no 19 debit slips showing the period from 17.5.86 to 
1.6.04. It shows that the workman was engaged in the year 
1986 as is claimed by the claimant that he was engaged on 
13.5.86 and this fact appears to be believable and he stated 
that he was removed on 10.8.04. Last debit slip has been 
filed is dated 01.6.04. 

17. Now had the opposite party would have filed the 
cash books for the relevant period then it could have been 
easy to ascertain whether the claimant was working 
continuously or not during the above period. Opposite 
party has not denied his engagement but stated that he 
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was engaged in between April to Septembei*ftr supply of 
water. Opposite party also claims that theyemploy or 
engage a person through following a prescribed procedure. 
It is established that the worker was engaged-curing the 
period 1986 to 04. During arguments the liutltdrized 
representative for the opposite party did not controvert 
the fact that the name of the complaint was not called from 
the employment exchange. If the case of the opposite party 
is that he was engaged for a specific period and for specific 
purpose then it was easy for the opposite party to produce 
the record of the employment exchange when the claimant 
was engaged but they did not produce such a record. 

18. Therefore under these circumstances of the case 
the tribunal is bound to draw an adverse inference against 
the opposite party bank that they have deliberately with 
held the relevant records with the sole purpose that had 
these records been placed before the tribunal the workman 
could have been able to prove his case that he was selected 
and engaged after exercising the recruitment process and 
also that he had worked for more than 240 days 
continuously prior to his retrenchment, 

19. Claimant has been thoroughly cross examined by 
the management and nothing has come out in his statement 
which may make his statement unreliable. Even no cross 
has been done on the point that he was not paid bonus 
during the period 1987-88-90 which was also an order of 
the court passed on 31.07.07. 

20.1 have examined the statement of M.W.l and his 
statement is not clinching because his statement could be 
proved by documentary evidence and since no documents 
have been filed by the opposite party therefore the tribunal 
feels that the evidence of the management witness cannot 
be relied upon for any purpose. 

21. M. W. 1 has admitted in his cross examination that 
Sri Netra Pal was paid during the period April to May 2004 
and that too Rs. 500/- per month. But the management did 
not file the relevant record of this period which shows that 
the management deliberately withholding the relevant 
records with a view to frustrate the claim of the claimant. 

22. M.W.l further admitted the fact in his cross 
examination that he is not in a position to state anything 
before 16.08.02 regarding the engagement of claimant of 
the claimant. Specific question was put to him that there 
was an order of 31.07.07 of the tribunal to produce the 
relevant record and why he did not produce the same. He 
expressed his ignorance with regard to any such orders 
passed by this tribunal. 

23. There was a question put to him which is the last 
question by the authorized representative for the workman 
to the witness. This question was placed before the 
management witness in a negative way to the effect that 
the workman had not worked for 240 days continuously. I 
have examined this fact and this shows the ignorance of 


putting a question of the authorized for the claimant. It has 
been observed by the tribunal that most of the workers are 
illiterate and not qualified and likewise their representatives 
do enjoy the same status and thereby they cannot be 
supposed to be well acquainted with the recognized 
procedure of cross examining a witness before a court of 
law. 

24. But it is obligatory on the part of the tribunal/ 
court to consider all the aspect of the case. A statement is 
to be read as a whole but not in isolation. 

25. When the claimant has been successful! to prove 
that he was engaged continuously and he worked 
continuously and that he was also being paid bonus now 
a heavy burden shifts on the shoulder of the opposite 
party to contradict the facts of the claimant but they have 
failed to discharge their burden They have with held the 
original records from the tribunal despite orders 
deliberately. In my view bonus is normally paid to the 
temporary or regular employee the same cannot be paid to 
a casual or daily rated worker. 

26. Therefore after considering the overall facts and 
circumstances of the case the tribunal is of the opinion 
that the claimant had worked continuously more than 240 
days preceding the date of his retrenchment. 

27. Having concluded the same it is further held that 
in the evidence as well as in the pleadings it has come that 
the claimant has not been paid any notice, notice pay or 
retrenchment compensation, therefore it is held that the 
removal/retrenchment of the claimant from the service of 
the bank with effect from 10.08.04 is in violation of the 
mandatory provisions of section 25F of Industrial Disputes 
Act. 

28. There is one more part in the reference that while 
terminating the services of the claimant and at the same 
time engaging his junior by the opposite party is legal and 
justified. 

29. In this respect the claimant has stated that Sri 
Lokendra Pal Singh was also engaged in the same way as 
he was engaged and he is still working. He has filed the 
paper no. 9/8 to 9/17.1 have examined this paper and this is 
a copy of the award of this tribunal and the notification 
delivered on 02.06.06 in the case of Lokendra Pal Singh. 

30. Opposite party has opposed the contention of 
the claimant arguing that claimant cannot take the benefit 
of award rendered by this tribunal in the case of Lokendra 
Pal Singh. Opposite party has also contended that the 
claimant has not taken any such plea in his pleadings 
regarding engagement of his junior. 

31.1 have gone through the contention raised by the 
claimant. There does not appear to be any legal force in 
this contention. 
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32. For the reasons discussed above 1 hereby 
conclude and record my finding that the reference is decided 
in favor of the claimant and against the opposite party by 
holding that the claimant is entitled to be reinstated in die 

; *ice of the opposite party from the date from which he 
ws removed with 50% of back wages and all consequential 
benefits. 

33. Reference is therefore answered accordingly. 

RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 

^ 28 W5R, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 28th November, 2011 

S.O. 3741.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishers the Award Ref. 70 (Q/2008 
of the Industrial Tribunal, PATNA (BIHAR) as shown in 
{he Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
management of CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
31.112011. 

[No. L-12011/20/2008-IR(B-II)] 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, PATNA 

Reference Case No. 70(C) of 2008 

Between the management of Central Bank of India, 
Regional Office Bihar Talab, Rameshwar Path Gaya and 
their workman Sri Ratan Lai Mandal, represented by the 
General Secretary, Bihar State Central Bank Employee's 
Union, Central Office, 2nd Floor, B. Block, Mourya Lok 
C omplex, Patna (Bihar). 

For the Management: 

Sri P.K. Nagbanshi, Representative of 
Central Bank of India. 

For the Workman: 

Sfvee Nath Singh. General Secretary, Bihar 
Shite Cereal Bank Employee's Union. 


Present : 

Harish Chandra Singh, 

Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Patna 

AWARD 

Patna, dated the 25th October, 2011. 

By adjudication order No. L-12011/20/2008-IR(B-Il) 
dated 06.06.2008, the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub¬ 
section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (hereinafter called ‘the Act’ for brevity) has been 
referred the following dispute between the management of 
Central Bank of India, Regional Office, Bihar Talab, 
Rameshwar Path, Gaya and their workman Sri Ratan Lai 
Mandal, represented by the General Secretary, Bihar State 
Central Bank Employee's Union, Central Office, Mourva 
Lok Complex, Patna for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Central 
Bank of India, Regional Office, Gaya in inflicting 
punishment upon Sri Ratan Lai Mandal forfeiting his 
special functional allowance in the departmental 
proceedings and transferring him from Munger to 
Khagaur Branch in the decision making process 
and not maintaining status quo as per the provisions 
of I.D.Act is legal and justified? If not what relief the 
workman is entitled to?”. 

2, The case of the workman as stated in his statement 
of claim is that he was posted as Head Cashier E at Munger 
Branch of Central Bank of India at the relevant time. He 
was also Assistant Genera) Secretary of Union. In his 
capacity as Assistant General Secretary of Union he ledged 
a complaint against the Branch Manager, Sri V.B. Prasad, 
regarding his anti institutional and corrupt activities. The 
then Regional Manager and the then Zonal Manager did 
not take any action against the Branch Manager on the 
basis of the complaint. To the contrary workman Sri Ratan 
Lai Mandal was implicated with false allegations. He was 
was served memo dated 24.1.2004. His reply to the memo 
was not found satisfactory and he was served charge sheet 
and later on supplementary charge sheet. The Domestic 
Enquiry was not held fairly and properly. The Enquiry 
Officer was in favour of the management and acted as agent 
of the management. Certain documents filed by the defence 
and marked Exts. Dex-1 to Dex-7 were removed from the 
proceeding at the dictate of the Regional Manager. Further 
the case of the workman is that the Enquiry Officer was 
based and his findings were purverce in nature. There was 
a demand for the change of Enquiry Officer, but it was not 
headed. It is further alleged that the defence witnesses 
during the cross-examination were threatened. However 
defence witnesses deposed before the Enquiry Officer 
formally and made truthfull statement. However while giving 
his findings the Enquiry Officer did not take into 
consideration the deposition of defence witnesses. Further 
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the case of the workman is that the domestic enquiry was 
conducted against the rules of holding the Departmental 
Enquiry. The report of the Enquiry Officer was submitted 
at the dictate of the Regional Manager. All this was done 
by the Disciplinary Authority to save the corrupt Branch 
Manager and to punish the workman to tarnish his image 
as a Trade Union Leader. Further the case of the workman 
is that he was transferred from one station to another on 
Administrative Ground. Such transfer can be made only in 
case of re-deployment of Staff from surplus station to deficit 
station for which re-deployment allowance of Rs. 400/- is 
payable. Workman on his transfer and punishment raised 
an industrial dispute through his Union vide letter dated 
23.1.2006 before Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), 
Patna, A.L.C. (C) issued notice dated 24.1.2006 which was 
received by the Bank on 25.1.2006. The Zonal Manager, 
Central Bank of India, Patna after receiving a copy of notice 
sent a fax dated 25.1.2006 to the Regional Manager, Central 
Bank of India, Gaya and the Branch Manager, Central Bank 
of India, Manager for maintenance of status-que as per 
l.D. Act. But the Branch Manager, Central Bank of India, 
Munger disobeyed the provisions of law and issued 
transfer order of the workman from Munger to Khagaur 
Branch, changing his status from Head Cashier E to a Clerk, 
This is case of violation of Section 33 of l.D. Act. Further 
the workman filed a reply to the written statement of the 
management. In this reply also it has been repeated that 
the workman was victimised on the basis of the frivolous 
and false complaint by the Sr. Manager only because he 
made complaint against Sr. Manager. When they considered 
that the first charge sheet was not sufficient, they issued 
supplementary charge sheet. Again it has been repeated 
that the workman was victimised for his Trade Union 
activities. 

3. The case of the management has been stated in 
written statement. The case of the management is that the 
workman Sri Ratan Lai Mandal was posted as Head Cashier 
E at Munger Branch. On 24.1.2004 he was served memo 
dated 24.1.2004 for his acts of omissions and commissions. 
His reply to the memo was found unsatisfactory and the 
management decided to hold departmental enquiry as such 
charge sheet dated 29.3.2004 was issued. Further 
supplementary charge sheet dated 31.12.2004 was also 
issued against him. This supplementary charge sheet was 
issued against another memo dated 18.9.2004 about which 
the reply of the workman was found unsatisfactory. The 
workman was aforded full opportunity to defend himself 
before the enquiry having appointed a Defence 
Representative of this choice. Evidence were produced 
from both sides. Findings were given by the Enquiry Officer 
after appreciation of evidence produced on behalf of both 
sides and ^Iso on the basis of materials and Exts. brought 
on record by the parties. In his findings the Enquiry Officer 
found that the charges against the workman were proved. 
Before passing the final order the Disciplinary Authority 


furnished a copy of findings of the Enquiry Officer to the 
workman and gave him personal hearing and also 
opportunity to submit his written statement/argument. The 
Disciplinary Authority after due and careful consider of 
the materials on record agreed with the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer and found the charges as proved against 
the workman and passed the final order of the punishment. 
The resultant consolidated punishment of withdrawal of 
Special Pay in terms Clauses. 6(G) of Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10.4.2002 was awarded against the 
workman with immediate effect. In their pleadings the 
management denied the allegations against the Branch 
Manager Sri V.B, Prasad, the then Regional Manager and 
the then Zonal Manager. About defence Exts. No. 1 to 7 it 
has been stated that these documents were marked Ext. 
but later on Presenting Officer raised question of relevancy. 
Having heard the Presenting Officer and Defence 
Representative also the Enquiry Officer was of the view 
that only defence Ext. 1 was relevant to the charges framed 
against the workman. Therefore defence Exts. No. 2 to 7 
were deleted from the list of defence Exts. It has been stated 
that the workman was given- full opportunity to cross- 
examine the witnesses of the management. Defence 
Representative was aforded full and fair opportunity to 
defend the workman. No defence witness was ever tried to 
be influenced or threatened by the management. About 
transfer of the workman it is pleaded that he was transferred 
on Administrative ground only and not under the policy of 
re-deployment of staff so the question of payment of 
allowance of Rs. 400/- did not arise. The transfer order was 
dated 20.1.2006 and the service of the transfer order was 
effected upon the workman on 20.1.2006 itself and he was 
relieved from Munger branch to proceed on transfer on 
20.1.2006 i.e. much before the date on which industrial 
dispute was raised before Additional Labour Commissioner, 
Central. There is no question of violation of sec. 33 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 

4. On the basis of terms of reference, statement of 
claim of the workman and written statement of the 
management following questions arise in this reference for 
decisions:— 

(i) whether the departmental proceeding against 
Sri Ratan Lai Mandal, workman was conducted 
fairly and properly? 

(ii) whether the action of the management in inflicting 
punishment of forfeiting special pay on Sri Ratan 
Lai Mandal is legal and justified? 

(iii) whether the action of the management transferring 
Sri Ratan Lai Mandal from Munger Branch to 
Khagaur Branch, in the decision making process is 
legal and justified? 

(iv) whether the action of the management not 
maintaining status que as per provisions of l.D. Act, 
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is legal and justified? 

(v) To what relief Sri Ratan Lai Mandal is entitled to? 

5. Question Nos. (i) & (ii):— Admitted case is that 
at the relevant time the workman Ratan Lai Mandal was 
posted as Head Cashier E at Munger Branch of Central 
Bank of India. On 24.1.2004 he was served a memo regarding 
his acts of ommissions and commissions. He filed a reply 
which was found unsatisfactory and a charge sheet dated 

29.3.2004 was served upon him and a departmental 
proceeding was started against him. Another memo dated 

18.9.2004 was served upon him regarding his acts of 
ommissions and commissions. Reply to this show cause 
was also found unsatisfactory and supplementary charge 
sheet dated 31.12.2004 was served upon him. The 
departmental proceeding proceeded on the both charge 
sheet /'. e. charge sheet dated 29.3.2004 and the charge sheet 
dated 31.12.2004. After enquiry the Enquiry' Officer 
submitted his findings dated 17.10.2005. The disciplinary 
authority passed final order dated 31.12.2005 and imposed 
a consolidated punishment of withdrawal of special pay in 
terms of clause No. 6(G) of memorandum of settlement dated 
10.4.2002. 

6 . The case of the workman is that the departmental 
proceeding was not conducted fairly and properly. The 
enquiry officer was biased against the workman Ratan Lai 
Mandal and in favour of the management. The enquiry 
officer acted against the principles of natural justice. He 
recorded evidence of witnesses in absence of the workman 
and his representative. He illegally and without any 
justification deleted a few defence exts. without any reason 
and justification. He used his own knowledge imported 
from another departmental proceeding to hold the workman 
guilty. The case of the workman is that the enquiry officer 
and his conduct was so much biased that the workman 
filed a petition for change of the enquiry officer, which was 
not heeded by the disciplinary authority. 

7. I have carefully gone through the minutes of the 
departmental proceeding date by date and word by word. 
The minutes of the departmental proceeding have been 
recorded with vivid details, Every thing that happened in 
the departmental proceeding and every thing that was said 
in the departmental proceeding by the charge sheeted 
employee, his defence representative, Presenting Officer 
and witnesses has been recorded. It appears from the 
perusal of minutes of the departmental proceeding that 
attitude of the workman Ratan Lai Mandal was not at all 
cooperative in the departmental proceeding. On 9.2.2005 
i. e. first date of the enquiry he took adjournment to introduce 
his defence representative Sri N.B. Srivastava. But on next 
date i.e. 12.4.2005, his defence representative was not 
present. On 27.4.2005 also the defence representative was 
not present. Then the Enquiry Officer proceeded with the 
enquiry and the Presenting Officer was directed to state 
his case, filed documents and list of witnesses. Again on 


next date i.e. 28.4.2005 the defence representative was not 
present. On next date i.e. U.5.2005 neither the workman 
Ratan Lai Mandal was present nor his defence 
representative was present. Then on next date i.e. 18.5.2005 
the workman informed the Enquiry Officer that his defence 
representative Sri N.B. Srivastava was not in a position to 
continue as his defence representative and another person 
named D. Ram, General Secretary INTUC was nominated 
as his defence representative. On 24.6.2005 his defence 
representative was present for the first time. Again on 
several dates attempts were made to take adjournment on 
frivolous grounds. On one date the defence representative 
(on 27.6.2005) did not cross-examine the witness on the 
ground that he was suffering from cough and cold. Later 
on several dates neither the charge sheeted employee was 
present nor his Representative was present and a few 
witnesses were examined in their absence. This kind of 
attitude on the part of workman is indicative of his non- 
cooperative attitude in the departmental proceeding. 

It appears from perusal of minutes of the Departmental 
Proceeding as well as findings recorded by the enquiry 
officer that the departmental proceeding was conducted in 
accordance with rules and procedures and there is no 
violation of principles of natural justice. It was argued on 
behalf of the workman that charge sheet was issued on 
two dates. Main charge sheet was issued on 29.4.2004. It 
was argued that the heading of departmental proceeding 
was "Departmental Proceeding against Sri R.L. Mandal vide 
charge sheet No. 148 dated 31.12.2004 and main charge 
sheet came into light only on 29.4.2005" when documents 
were filed by the Presenting Officer. Thus it was argued 
that the enquiry officer was biased and he was more 
concerned with supplementary charge sheet. 1 do not find 
any substance in this argument. On the very first day of 
the enquiry Sri Ratan Lai Mandal told the Enquiry Officer 
that he had received charge sheet and vtfas aware about the 
contents of charges and he did not admit charges. From 
the very begining the witnesses were examined before the 
Enquiry Officer and evidence produced in support of charge 
sheet dated 31.12.2004 and charge sheet dated 29.3.2004 
and the witnesses were cross-examined accordingly on 
both charge sheets, The findings recorded by the enquiry 
officer are also about both charge sheets and on all the 
charges he has given categorical findings. About charge 
No. I, charge No. 2, charge No. 3 and charge No. 4 of 
charge sheet dated 29.3,2004 he has recorded findings that 
these charges have been proved. Then he has given 
specific finding about supplementary charge that the same 
has been proved. Therefore 1 do not find any substance in 
this argument. 

The Defence Representative argued that the Enquiry 
Officer examined as M.W. 2 has admitted that while he was 
working as Branch Manager of Aurangabad Branch P. 
Sunita Kuloo a Clerk levelled charges of sexual harrassment 
against him. It was argued that the Enquiry Officer acted 
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under the pressure of higher authorities and he has recorded 
this in the minutes dated 23.7.2005 that there is heavy 
pressure of higher authorities to conclude the enquiry at 
the earliest. In his cross-examination he has denied that 
there was any such pressure upon him. In the minutes 
dated 23.7.2005 it is not said that there was any pressure to 
conclude the enquiry in favour of management. If at all the 
management wanted to get the enquiry concluded at the 
earliest, there is nothing wrong. The main grievance of the 
workman is that he was not given adjournment as per his 
choice or as per choice of the defence representative. On 
the basis of this allegation it can not be concluded that the 
Enquiry Officer was biased or rules of natural justice was 
violated. 

It was argued on behalf of workman that on 23.7.2005 
M.W. 2 Shri Rajendra Prasad was examined in absence of 
Defence Representative and the workman. On 25.7.2005 
M.W. 3 Shri Arvind Kumar, on 26.7.2005, M.W. 4 Shri Pankaj 
Kumar on 9.8.2005, M.W. 5 Lala Shankar Prasad and on 
10.8.2005, M.W. 6 Shri Ganesh Prasad Singh were examined 
in absence of Defence Representative and the workman. It 
was argued that examination of witnesses in absence of 
workman and his representative is violation of principles 
of natural justice and such evidence was wrongly used 
against the workman to hold that charges were proved 
against him. Such evidence can not be used. This argument 
should be rejected for two reasons. Firstly, on 23.7.2005 
the workman sought adjournment on the ground that his 
Defence Representative was having some crucial domestic 
problem and he was not in a position to attend the enquiry 
to 15th August, 2005. This prayer for adjournment was 
rejected and the Enquiry Officer directed the workman to 
take part in the Enquiry Proceeding for examination in 
chief of witnesses only and call his Defence Representative 
for cross-examination of witnesses on the next date. But 
the workman was adament for adjournment. However this 
request for adjournment was rejected. But when examination 
in chief of M.W. 2 was taken up he did not attend the 
proceedings. Thereafter on 25.7.2005,26.7.2005,9.8.2005 
and 10.8.2005 witnesses on behalf of the management were 
examined. The workman and his Defence Representative 
did not attend the proceedings on these dates. It is obvious 
from the record of the proceedings that the workman and 
his representatives did not attend the departmental enquiry 
on their sweet will. They left the departmental proceeding 
un-attended deliberately. The rule of natural justice is that 
the workman or the deliquent employee must be given due 
notice about the date and place of enquiry when witnesses 
are to be examined. If he has knowledge and he deliberately 
leaves the proceeding unattended, he can not claim that 
the rules of natural justice have been violated. In this case 
on 23.7.2005 when M.W. 2 was examined, the workman was 
present but he left the proceeding before the start of 
examination in chief on M.W. 2. This shows the conduct 
of workman. The Enquiry Officer can not force physically 


the workman to sit in the Departmental Proceedings and 
take part. If the workman having knowledge of the date 
time and place of the Domestic Enquiry ignores to attend 
the same while witnesses are being examined, he can not 
claim that rules of natural justice have been violated. For 
this reason the aforesaid argument on behalf of the workman 
can not be accepted. 

Another reasons for rejecting this argument is that 
the representative of the workman cross-examined these 
witnesses on a later date. M.W. 2 was cross-examined by 
the Defence Representative on 16.8.2005. M.W. 4 was 
cross-examined on 17.8.2005. On 18.8.2005 the Defence 
representative declined to cross-examine of M.W. 6. Thus 
the witnesses who were examined in absence of workman 
and his defence representative have been cross-examined 
later on. This is acquiescence on the part of the workman 
and his Defence Representative. When they cross 
examined of the witnesses whose examination in chief was 
recorded in their absence, they can not say that such 
evidence can not be used. 

It was further argued on behalf of the workman that 
the Enquiry Officer ordered to deletedefence Ext. 2 to 
defence Ext. 7 from the record of the Departmental 
Proceeding without assigning any reason. The Enquiry 
Officer examined as M.W. 2 admitted that the delated 
defence Exts. 2 defence Ext. 7 because these documents 
were not related to charges. I find that there are detailed 
discussions in the minutes of the Departmental Proceeding 
dated 19.8.2005. The objection regarding relevancy of these 
documents were raised by the Presenting Officer. Having 
heard the Presenting Officer and the Defence 
Representative about the relevancy of these documents, 
the Enquiry Officer ordered to delete these documents. No 
attempt has been made on behalf of the workman to produce 
these documents before this Tribunal linking them with 
the Departmental Proceeding. Ratan Lai Mandal examined 
as W.W. 1 has not stated anything about these documents 
in his examination in chief. In his cross-examination he has 
stated only this such in this regard that the Enquiry Officer 
admitted certain documents filed by defence and marked 
them Ext. but lateron deleted the same from the record of 
the proceeding. But there is nothing on record of this 
Tribunal to indicate as to what were these documents and 
what was relevancy of these documents. It is not possible 
for this Tribunal to say without perusal of those documents 
that these documents were relevant for the domestic enquiry 
and were wrongly deleted from the record of the domestic 
enquiry and adversely impacted the case of the workman. 

It was argued on behalf of the workman that the 
Enquiry Officer used his personal knowledge or knowledge 
gathered from outside while recording findings about the 
charges. In this regard reference has been made to the 
page-4 of the findings in which in paragraph-2 (not 
numbered) the Enquiry Officer has stated about 
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management Ext. 5 that it was proved in an earlier enquiry 
against Sri S.M.M. Ali, Assistant Manager in which he was 
Enquiry Officer. This has been stated regarding discussion 
of charge No. 2. Charge No. 2 is that Sri Mandal on 
24.12.2003 at 2,30 P.M. used abussive language against 
Sr. Manager when he was enquiring with S.S.H. incharge 
about delay in payment to customers Sri Nilesh Kumar and 
Sri Ram Bhajan Sah, and he created panic in Banking Hal), 
halting Bank work for a period of an hour. It appears that 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer on this charge is mainly 
biased on oral evidence and not on documentary evidence 
particularly management Exts. 5. Therefore the reference 
by the Enquiry Officer about another departmental 
proceedings in which he was Enquiry Officer does not 
vitiate the Departmental Proceeding entirely. 

Having perused the minutes and findings of the 
Departmental Proceeding and having considered all the 
points raised on behalf of the workman, 1 am of the view 
that Departmental Proceedings was conducted fairly and 
properly. 

It appears from perusal of the final order passed by 
the Disciplinary Authority that final order was passed after 
carefull consideration of the findings of the Enquiry Officer. 
Final order is Ext. M/4. It appears on perusal of the final 
order that the workman Ratan Lai Mandal was given the 
copy of the findings of the Enquiry Officer. He was given 
due notice of proposed punishment. He was given personal 
hearing by the Disciplinary Authority on 12.12.2005 and he 
submitted his written brief. The Disciplinary Authority 
passed an elaberate order running into 5 page. Punishment 
of "Censured" was passed separately for each charge i.e. 
charge np. I, charge no. 2, charge no. 3 and charge No. 4. 
And for supplementary charge punishment "withdrawal of 
special pay in terms of clause No. 6-G of Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10.4.2002" was passed. The punishment 
order further stated that the consolidated punishment will 
have been following effect" withdrawal of speciai pay in 
terms of clause 6-G of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
10.4.2002" having regard to the nature of charge against 
the workman the punishment appeares to be on the 
lighter side. Therefore I am of the view that the punishment 
is just and legal. 

6 . Question No, (iii): The case of the workman is 
that he was transferred from Munger Branch to Khagaur 
Branch and this is re-deployment of the workman and the 
workman is entitled to re-deployment allowance at rate of 
Rs. 400/- per month. The case of the management is that 
the workman was transferred on Administrative Ground 
and this is not a case of re-deployment. Unfortunately the 
very basis of the this claim i.e. the transfer order of the 
workman has not been filed by the workman. The workman 
examined as W.W. I has also not stated in his examination 
is chief <nai he was transferred from Munger Branch to 
K lagan r Branch by way of re-deployment. In this regard 
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there is only one document before me and that is Ext. M/6, 
which is transfer cum relieving order which says" In terms 
of Regional Office Letter No. RO/RHD/05-06/664, dated 
December 31,2005 services of Sri Ratan Lai Mandal, Clerk 
is transferred to our Khagaur Branch as Clerk on 
administrative ground. Accordingly Sri Mandal is relieved 
to day to report at the Khagaur Branch on the next date 
positively. His service file, staff particulars etc. are 
transferred to "Khagaur Branch". This letter says that Sri 
Ratan Lai Mandal was transferred to Khagaur Branch on 
Administrative ground. There is no reason to conclude 
that his transfer was by way of re-deployment. Thus the 
finding is that the transfer of workman Sri Ratan Lai Mandal 
on Administrative ground is justed legal. 

7. Question No. (iv): The case of the workman is that 
his Union raised an Industrial Dispute before Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (Central) on'23.1.2006 and the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) Started 
conciliation proceeding and passed an order on 24.1.2006 
and that order was communicated to the management. But 
the management after receiving a copy of notice disobeyed 
the mandate of law u/s. 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act 
and transferred the workman to Khagaur Branch from 
Munger Branch. No Evidence has been aduced by the 
workman in support of this claim. The workman examined 
as W.W. I has not stated anything on this point. Other 
defence witnesses have also not stated anything on this 
point. The letter of the Union raising Industrial Dispute, 
order of the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) or 
notice issued by him have not been produced. Therefore 
there is no evidence to show that any Industrial Dispute 
was raised before Assistant Labour Commssioner (Central) 
Patna and any order was passed or any notice was issued 
by him. Therefore there is no question of violation of 
provisions of Sec. 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act. It was 
argued on behalf of the workman that the transfer order 
purports to have been issued on 20.1.2006, but it was not 
received by Sri Ratan Lai Mandal the workman. It was 
argued that the transfer order was issued on or after 
24.1.2006 the date on which status quo has been granted 
by the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), on the dispute 
raised by the union on 23.1.2006. It was argued that the 
transfer letter was anti-dated. In this regard witness W.W. 

1 Ratan Lai Mandal has not stated any thing, the W.W. 2 
Vijay Kumar has also not stated anything. W.W. 3, Kishore 
Rout, W.W. 4 Devanandan Ram have also not stated 
anything. The aforesaid argument on behalf of the workman 
can be rejected on the ground that the order passed by the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) or notice issued 
by him has not been brought on record. Moreover one 
document filed on behalf of the workman outs the root of 
this argument. This is Ext. w/3, a latter issued to the workman 
Ratan Lai Mandal by the Superintendent of Post Office 
stating there in that registered letter no. 4372 dated 21.1.2006 
addressed to Sri Ratan Lai Mandal (Staff, Central Bank of 
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India) Chhoti Mirjapur, Jamalpur Road, Kalisthan ke Bagal 
main, Munger and sent by Central Bank of India, Munger 
Branch was not delivered to the addressee and it was 
returned to the sender on 31.1.2006. This is a document 
filed on behalf of the workman. This letter speaks about 
registered letter no. 4372, dated 21.1.2006. It is obvious 
that the transfer order was issued/on or before 21.1.2006 
and then it could have been posted under registered post 
on 21.1.2006. Thus the argument that the transfer letter 
was anti-dated and it was issued on or after 24.1.2006 has 
no leg to stand. It also appear from perusal of Ext. M/6 that 
Shri Ratan Lai Mandal refused to receive the letter hence 
the order was pasted on notice Board and copy of the 
order was sent to him by registered post. Thus there is no 
evidence that any Industrial Dispute was raised by the 
Union on 23.1.2006. There is no evidence that there was 
any order passed and any notice issued by the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (C). In view of aforesaid disussions 
and in view of lack of basic evidence on this point, it is held 
that there is no violation of Sec. 33 of Industrial Disputes 
Act. 

8 . Question No. (v): Having regard to the aforesaid 
discussions and findings the workmans is not entitled to 
any relief. 

9. And this is my Award. 

HARISH CHANDRA SINGH, Presiding Officer 
f^t, 28 TOW, 2011 
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sftfTORT TO, 

New Delhi, the 28th November, 2011 

S.O. 3742.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 280/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal - 
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of SECL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 

28/11/2011. 

[No. L-22012/94/2000-1R (C-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CG1T/NGP/280/2000 Date: 21.10.2011 


Party No. 1 

: The Sub Area Manager, 

Kurja Sub Area, M/s. South Eastern 
Coalfields Ltd.', PO: Bijuri (MP) 


Versus 

Party No. 2 

: The Vice-President 

M.P. Koyla Shramik Sangh (CITU), 
CITU Office No. 1472, Uijanagar Colony, 
PO: Bijuri, Shahdol, (MP) 


AWARD 


(Dated: 21 st October, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Acf in short), 
the Central Government has referred the industrial dispute 
between the employers, in relation to the management of 
Sub Area Manager, Kurja Sub Area, SECL and their 
workman Shri Tiblu S/o. Laxman, for adjudication, as per 
letter No. L-22012/94/2000-IR(CM-II), dated 19.09.2000, 
with the following schedule:— 

''Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager, 
Kurja Sub Area of SECL, PO: Bijuri, Distt Shahdo! 
in dismissing Sh. Tiblu S/o Laxman, Ex-Driller at 
Kapildhara, U.G. Project with effect from 09.10.97 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, Shri Tiblu Laxman ("the 
workman" in short) filed his statement of claim through the 
union, "M.P, Koyale Shramik Sangh (CITU)" and the 
management of this Sub Area Manager, Kurja Sub Area, 
SECL (here-in-after referred to as the Party No. 1) filed its 
written statement. 

3. In the statement of claim, it is pleaded inter-alia 
by the workman that while he was working with the Party 
No. 1 as a Loader, a charge-sheet was submitted against him 
on the allegation of committing misconduct i.e. for habitual 
and unauthorized absenteeism, under clauses 26.24 and 
26.30 of the certified standing orders and an enquiry was 
conducted and in that enquiry, the Inquiry Officer found 
the charge under clause 26.30 not to have been proved and 
the charge under clause 26.24 to have been proved and 
accordingly, submitted his inquiry report, but the Inquiry 
Officer should have held that the charge under clause 26.24 
also not to have been proved automatically, when charge 
under clause 26.30 was held to be not proved against him 
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e.-er enquiry, his services were terminated illegally 
- ! • uie enquiry was not conducted properly and the 
endings of the Inquiry Officer are perverse and the 
punishment imposed against him is shockingly 
disproportionate to the charges levelled against him. 

4 The Party No. 1 in its written statement has 
uued that the workman was working as a Loader in 
fcajnagar RO Mine and vide order dt. 4.10.95, he alongwith 
some othci voters were transferred to Kapildhara Kurja 
Vib An ■ and as the workman submitted his option to work 
a ■<} Read Bolting Cat.IV by order dt. 12/13.1.96, he was 
dimotsd to report immediately to the Manager of Kapildhara 
Miner, and the workman was remaining absent from duty 
Rmm ■ ,mi. :i cause and was also remaining absent 

. Tmm :■;..•£--.oo < of leave so, a charge sheet was issued 
• iinsi him under clauses 26 .74 and 26.30 of the certified 
; 1 andmg oi d or s on 24.8.96 and the workman submitted his 
i- ply to the said charge sheet on 29.8.96 and as it (party 
no i) was siot satisfied with the reply of the workman, an 
triquiry committee was constituted by its office order dt. 
30 8.96 anti Shri K. Prasad, Senior Under Manager (SG), 
Kurja Sub Area was appointed as the Inquiry Officer and 
the enquiry was conducted against the workman and the 
enquiry was completed on 22.1.97 and in that enquiry, the 
workman was given a fair and reasonable opportunity to 
{ l To> * hsOcSujf and the workman was represented by his 
■«. vo.kw. smi A K. Mishra and the workman was also 
;m lowed to gtofiucc document and witness in the enquiry' 
i;d the enquiry 'was conducted by following the principles 
t natural justice and the Inquiry Officer found the charge 
urul. r Jut :;c 36 24 to have been proved against the 
workman and a second show cause notice was issued 
a gum si the workman alongwith the copy of the enquiry 
.upon by notice No. 256. dt. 13.6.97 and the workman 
aibrnmod his second show cause, but the same was found 
not satisfactory and as such, the punishment of termination 
■.This services was passed. 

5. As ihi.s is a case of dismissal of the workman from 
services after holding a departmental enquiry, the validity 
of the departmental enquiry was taken for consideration as 
a preliminary issue and as per orders dated 18.08.2011, the 
departmental enquiry was held to be legal and proper and 
Hi accordance with the principles of natural justice. 

6 At this juncture, it is necessary to mention that as 
■■v uher the wot kmnn nor the union appeared to take part in 
in : case .since 20 1 i .2009, the case proceeded ex-parte 
ig iilist ihr workman. 

7. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the party no. 1 that in this case, the 
departmental enquiry has already been held to be legal and 
proper and in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice and in the statement of claim, the workman lias not 
pleaded that the findings of the enquiry officer are perverse 
or that the punishment is shockingly disproportionate and 


as such, both the issues are to be answered in favour of 
the party no. ! and the findings of the enquiry officer are 
based on the evidence on record and not on any extraneous 
material and the enquiry officer has analysed the evidence 
indetail and has assigned cogent reasons in support of his 
findings and as such, the same cannot be said to be perverse 
and the misconduct of the workman has been proved in a 
properly conducted departmental enquiry and the 
punishment imposed against the workman is not shockingly 
disproportionate and is proportionate to the proved 
misconduct and as such, there is no scope to interfere with 
the punishment. 

The learned advocate for the management, in support 
of such contentions placed reliance on the decisions 
reported in AIR 1999 SC-2407 (Bank of India Ks. Degala 
Suryanarayana), 2000 11LLJ-313 (Madhura Coats Ltd. Vs 
D. Mathan), 1999 I LLJ-697 (Mishra D.K. Vs. Presiding 
Officer and another) and AIR 1974 SC 696 (East India Hotel 
Vs. Their Workman). 

8. In the judgement reported in AIR 1999 SC-2407 
(Supra), the Hon’ble Apex Court have held that, "The Court 
exercising the jurisdiction of judicial review would not 
interfere with the findings of facts arrived at in the 
departmental enquiry proceedings excepting in a case of 
mala ftdes or perversity' i.e. where there is no evidence to 
support a finding or where the finding is such that no man 
acting reasonably and with objectively could have arrived 
at that finding. The court cannot embark upon re¬ 
appreciating the evidence or weighing the same as the 
appellate authority. So long as there is some evidence to 
support the conclusion arrived by the departmental 
authority, the same has to be sustained." 

Keeping in view' the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Courts in the decisions, now the present case at 
hand is to be considered. 

9. On perusal of the statement of claim, it is found 
that the workman has not challenged either the findings of 
the enquiry officer or the quantum of punishment. 
Moreover, on perusal of the documents of the proceedings 
of the departmental enquiry, it is found that the enquiry 
officer has properly analysed the evidence adduced before 
him by the parties and his report is based on the evidence 
on record and not on any extraneous matter. Cogent and 
valid reasons have been assigned by the enquiry officer in 
support of the conclusion arrived at by him. Hence, the 
findings of the enquiry officer cannot be said to be 
perverse. So far the punishment is concerned, it is found 
that serious misconducts of habitual absenteeism from duty 
without sufficient cause has been proved against the 
workman in a properly conducted departmental enquiry. 
The punishment of dismissal from services, therefore, 
cannot be said to be shockingly disproportionate to the 
proved misconducts. Hence, it is ordered:— 
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ORDER 

The action of the Sub Area Manager, Kurja Sub 
Area of SECL, PO: Bijuri, Distt. Shahdol in dismissing 
Sh. Tiblu S/o Laxman, Ex-Driller at Kapildhara, U.G 
Project with effect from 09.10.97 is legal and justified. 
The workman is not entitled for any relief. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 

M f^t, 28 2011 

^T°3n° 3743 .—1947 
(1947 14) RTCl 17 ^ 3FJSR"! 3, ^Nl 
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[# 1^22012/91/2003-31^ 3TTV (^farq-II)] 
afffiiRRT trt, sffimrt 

New Delhi, the 28th November, 2011 

S.O. 3743.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. J3/2004 of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal cum-Labour Court, 
NAGPUR as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Pimpalgaon Sub Area 
{Wani North area) ofWCL , and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 28.11.2011. 

[No. L-22012/91 /2003-IR(CM- II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CG1T/NGP/13/2004 Date: 20.10.2011. 


Party No. 1 

: The Sub Area Manager, 

Pimpalgaon Sub Area (Wani North Area) 
OfWCL, Post: Ukani, Tah. - Wani, 
Yavatmal (MS) 


Versus 

Party No. 2 

: Shri Dashrath S/o. Sh. Maniram Chatki 
R/o. Ballar, Tah.-Wani, Distt. Yavatmal 
Maharashtra 


AWARD 


(Dated: 20th October, 2011) 


In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 


Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the V;r’ -a 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Pimpalgaon Sub Area (Wani North Axes) 
of WCL and their workman Shri Dashrath Chatki, iW 
adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/91/2003-JR 
(CM-II), dated 30.01.2004, with the following schedule:— 

"Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Pimpalgaon Sub Area (Wani North Area) of 
Western Coalfields Ltd. in dismissing from service 
Shri Dashrath Chatki, Dumper Operator Cat D of 
Pimpalgaon Sub Area vide office Order No. WCL/ 
WNA/SAN/Pimpalgaon/02/126, dated 18.10.2002 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?" 

2. After receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, in response to which, the workman, Shri Dashrath 
Chatki ("the workman" in short) filed his statement of claim 
and the management of Pimpalgaon Sub Area (Wani North 
Area) ofWCL ("the party no. I" in short) filed the written 
statement. According to the statement of claim filed by the 
workman, he was initially appointed as a Badli Workman in 
the year 1981 -82 in WCL and in 1996 he was taken on the 
regular establishment as a Dumper Operator and while 
working as such, on 31.5.2002, he was served with a charge 
sheet and was also suspended from duty on the same day 
and he was paid 25% subsistence allowance for three 
months, which was not in accordance with the standing 
ordefs and a criminal case was also registered against him 
for the same incident and he submitted his show-cause by 
denying the charges levelled against him, but the 
management being not satisfied with his reply, initiated a 
departmental enquiry and one Shri Bairwar, Manager of 
Pimpalgaon Open Cast Colliery was appointed as the 
Inquiry Officer and though he demanded documents in 
respect of the charges leveled against him, the documents 
were never supplied to him and due to non-supply of the 
documents, he was prejudiced and such non-supply of 
documents was against the principles of natural justice 
and in the departmental enquiry, the Inquiry Officer adopted 
the procedure unknown to law and he was not allowed to 
examine witnesses on his behalf and the enquiry was 
'conducted mechanically and hurriedly and he was not 
given proper opportunity to defend his case in the enquiry. 
The further case of the workman is that the findings of the 
Inquiry Officer are perverse arid when a criminal proceeding 
was initiated against him for the same incident, the 
departmental enquiry should not have been proceeded with 
and the Disciplinary Authority passed the order of dismissal 
from service on 18.10.2002. which is illegal and arbitrary 
and the punishment awarded is shockingly 
disproportionate to the charges levelled against him and 
before awarding the punishment, the Disciplinary Authority 
did not take into consideration his clean and unblemish 



9418 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER24,20II/PAUSA 3,1933 


[Part II —Sec. 3(ii)] 


past record and as such, it is necessary to set aside the 
punishment and he is entitled to be reinstated in service 
with continuity and back wages. The workman has prayed 
for his reinstatement in service with continuity of service, 
back wages and all other consequential benefits. 

3. The management refuting the allegations made in 
the statement of claim pleaded inter alia in their written 
statement that the workman, on 30.5.2002, while on duty in 
the second shift, drove the Terax water tanker No. 318 after 
taking it away, out of the check post without permission 
and committed accident to three vehicles, a Maruti Car, a 
Jeep and a Tata Tracker, between 7.40 PM to 8.30 PM on 
Ukni Link Road and for that he was charge sheeted and 
placed under suspension vide charge sheet dt. 31.5.2002 
and the details of the charges levelled against the workman 
were given in the charge sheet alongwith the specific clause 
of the Certified Standing Orders of the WCL and the 
workman was asked to submit his written explanation within 
72 hours of receipt of the charge sheet and the workman 
submitted his explanation on 4.6.2002, denying the charges 
and as the explanation submitted by the workman was not 
found satisfactory, order was passed to hold the 
departmental enquiry and accordingly, Shri Suraj Kumar 
Bairwa was appointed as the Inquiry Officer for conducting 
the enquiry and Shri Sudhanshu Srivastava, Safety Officer 
was appointed as the Management Representative and 
the Inquiry Officer held the enquiry on different dates, 
after due intimation of the same to the workman and the 
management representative and the workman fully 
participated in the enquiry and during the course of enquiry, 
the workman was allowed to take the assistance of a co¬ 
worker and the proceedings were recorded in Devnagari 
script (Hindi language) and proceedings were signed by 
the workman and his co-worker, and the witnesses of the 
management were examined in presence of the workman 
and his co-worker and they were also cross-examined by 
the co-worker of the workman and the workman was also 
given the opportunity to put up his defence and the 
workman examined himself and also produced other defence 
witnesses, who were cross-examined by the management 
representative and the enquiry was closed on 25.8.2002 
and the same was duly noted and signed by both the parties 
and the Inquiry' Officer submitted his detailed report on 
i 3.9.2002 and the Inquiry Officer found the workman guilty 
of the charges leveled against him, after analyzing the 
evidence adduced by both the parties in a dispassionate 
and objective manner and his report is bona fide and there 
is no element of perversity and the second show cause 
notice was issued to the workman vide letter dt. 29.9.2002, 
asking him to submit his reply and the workman submitted 
is reply on 14.10.2002 and the Disciplinary Authority found 
the reply not to be satisfactory and passed the order of 
dismissal from service on 18.10.2002 with immediate effect 
and while awarding the punishment, the past record of the 
workman, which were not good, were also taken into 
consideration. 


1 • V ‘ 


4. As the workman was dismissed from services by 
the party no. 1, after holding a departmental enquiry, the 
validity of the departmental enquiry was taken for 
consideration as a preliminary issue and as per order dated 
15.11.2010, the departmental enquiry was held to be legal, 
proper and in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice. 

5. Before delving into the merit of the case, it is 
necessary to mention here that after filing of the written 
statement by the management, the workman did not appear 
in the case, so the case was proceeded ex-parte against him. 

6 . At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the party no. I that in the statement 
of claim in para 6, the workman has only made a sweeping 
statement alleging perversity, but he has not stated as to 
how the report is perverse and as such, in absence of any 
specific submission on perversity of the findings by the 
workman, the issue needs no consideration and on perusal 
of the enquiry report, it can be found that the enquiry 
officer had analysed the evidence in detail, adduced by 
the parties before him, in an objective and rational manner 
and his findings are based on the materials on record and 
the findings are not base on no evidence and the findings 
are also not such that any reasonable man would not 
have arrived at the same and as such, the findings of the 
enquiry officer cannot be said to be perverse and the 
punishment imposed against the workman is not 
shockingly disproportionate to the grave misconducts, 
which have been proved in a properly held departmental 
enquiry. 

In support of such contentions, the learned advocate 
for the party no. I placed reliance on the decisions reported 
in 2001 LAB I.C.-2367 (Syed Rahimmuddin Vs. Director 
General, CSIR), 1996 LAB I.C.-462 (B.C. Chaturvedi J'.v. 
Union of India), 2003 LAB I.C.-757 (Regional Manager, 
UPSRTC Vs. Hot i la I) and 2005 LAB !.C.-4I58(V. Ramanna 
Kf.APSRTC) 

7. Perused the record including the papers relating 
to the departmental proceedings. It is found from the 
materials on record that the enquiry officer has based his 
findings on the evidence adduced by the parties in the 
departmental enquiry and such findings are not based on 
the any extraneous material. The enquiry officer has 
analysed the evidence in detail and has also assigned 
reasonable and cogent reasons in support of his findings. 
It is also not a case of no evidence. I Jence, the findings of 
the enquiry officer are found not to be perverse. 

So far the quantum of punishment is concerned, it is 
found that the same is not shockingly disproportionate. 
Serious charges levelled against the workman have been 
proved in the properly held departmental enquiry. As such, 
there is no scope to interfere with the punishment imposed 
against the workman. I lencc, it is ordered: 
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ORDER 

The action of the management in relation to 
Pimpalgaon Sub Area (Wani North Area) of Western 
Coalfields Ltd. in dismissing from service Shri Dashrath 
Chatki, Dumper Operator Cat D of Pimpalgaon Sub Area 
vide Office Order No. WCL/WNA/SAN/Pimpalgaon/02/ 
126 dated 18.10.2002 is legal and justified. The workman 
is not entitled to any relief. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
28 2011 
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no, 

New Delhi, the 28th November, 2011 

S.O. 3744.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 54/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, NAGPUR as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 28/11/2011. 

[No. 1^22012/588/1994-1R (C- II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/54/2002 Date: 01.11.2011. 

Party No. 1 : The Sub Area Manager, 

Western Coalfields Ltd., 

Sillewara, Distt. Nagpur (MS) 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : The General Secretary, 

Samyukta Khadan Mazdoor Sangh, 
Walni Mines, Distt. Nagpur (MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated: 1 st November, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 


Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute to CGIT, Jabalpur between the employers, in relation 
to the management of State Bank of India and their Union 
State Bank Karamchari Sena, for adjudication, as per letter 
No. L-22012/588/94-IR(C-II), dated 25.05.1995, with the 
following schedule:— 

"Whether the action of the W.C. Ltd. management, 
Sillewara, Distt. Nagpur in terminating the services 
of Shri Namdeo Keshevrao Suryawanshi from 
07.08.1986 is legal, proper and justified? If not, 
what relief is entitled to?" 

Subsequently the reference was transferred to this 
Tribunal, for disposal according to law'. 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were noticed to 
file their respective statement of claim and written statement, 
in response to which, the union, "Samyukta Khadan 
Mazdoor Sangh" (’’the Union" in short) filed the statement 
of claim on behalf of the workman and the management of 
W.C-.L. ("party no. 1" in short) filed the written 
statement. 

The case of the workman as projected by the union 
in the statement of claim is that the workman came to be 
appointed as a general mazdoor in the underground colliery 
of Sillewara in 1981 and he worked regularly for about six 
years and on 07.08.1986 as he suffered from mental illness, 
he went to Mental Hospital, Nagpur for treatment and 
intimated about such illness to the Party No. 1, by sending 
the sick certificate, under certificate of posting on 07.08.1986 
itself and on 05 .02.1993, the workman was declared fit to 
resume duty by the Medical Superintendent, so he went to 
the colliery to join duty, but he was not allowed to join and 
inspite of his repeated visits for five months, as management 
did not take any action, the workman approached the union 
to take up his cause and when the union took up the matter 
with the management of Party No. 1, management found 
commission of illegality with the workman, as there was no 
document relating to his termination from services and there 
was also no document to show that from which date or 
year he was terminated from services, so Party No. 1 sent a 
note sheet to the higher authority suggesting for a 
settlement with the workman, on the ground that the case 
would go in his favour, but the higher authority did not 
agree for the same and according to the standing orders of 
WCL, in case of remaining unauthorized absent for ten 
days, warning letter or charge sheet is required to be 
submitted against the delinquent employee, but in the case 
of the workman, no correspondence was made with the 
workman in person or in his home address and removal of 
the name of the workman from the roll of the management, 
without any enquiry amounts to unfair labour practice, in 
violation the provisions of the standing orders of the 
management. 
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Prayer has been made by the union for reinstatement 
of the workman in service w.e.f 02.07.1993 with full back 
wages. 

3. The Party No. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that the workman was appointed as casual general 
time rated mazdoor w. e.f. 10.03.1981 and the workman was a 
regular absentee since the beginning and the worked for 
177,158,148,106,246 and 104 days in 1981,1982,1983, 

1984,1985 and 1986 respectively and in 1986, the workman 
suddenly disappeared and remained absent from duty 
unauthorisedly without intimation, permission and 
sanctioned leave continuously and after a lapse of seven 
years, on 02.07.1993, the workman approached the 
management for employment and for the period from 
05.08.1986 to 02.07.1993, the where abouts of the workman 
was not known to the management and during the said 
period, neither he intimated the management about his 
whereabouts nor he applied for leave nor he reported sick 
to the colliery hospital and under the standing orders, the 
workman,who desires to obtain leave of absence, shall 
apply in writing to the competent authority, not less than 
15 days before the commencement of leave, except where 
leave is required in unforeseen circumstances and the 
competent authority shall issue order on the application 
within a week of its submission or two days prior to the 
commencement ofthe leave applied for whichever is earlier, 
provided that if the leave applied for is to commence on the 
date of the application or within three days thereof orders 
shall be given on the same day and if the leave is refused or 
postponed, the fact of such refusal or postponement and 
the reasons there for shall be recorded in writing in a register 
to be maintained for the purpose and if the workman so 
desires, a copy of the entry in the register shall be supplied 
to him and if the workman after proceeding on leave desires 
an extension thereof, he shall apply to the competent 
authority, who shall send a written reply either granting or 
refusing extension of leave to the workman and sanction/ 
refusal of leave shall be communicated to the workman in 
writing. It is also pleaded by the Party No. I that under the 
provisions of the standing orders if an employee remains 
absent for more than 10 days continuously, his name will 
be struck off from the rolls of the company automatically 
and the workman was a casual general mazdoor and he w as 
not a permanent employee and during his casual 
employment, he disappeared from 07.08.1986 and his where 
abouts were not known to the management, hence under 
the provisions of the standing orders, his name was 
automatically struck off from the roll of the company and 
owing to the said circumstances, its action in terminating 
the services of the workman by striking off his name from 
the roll of the company is legal, proper and justified. 

It is also pleaded by the Party No. 1 that the workman 
has alleged that he was sick during the period of his 
absence, but he did not report sick to the colliery hospital 
during the entire period, even through, the management of 
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coal industry has provided all sorts of medical facilities to 
their employees free of cost and serious cases are referred 
to specialized hospitals situated at metropolitan cities as 
and when required and in such cases, the entire expenditure 
is borne by the management and if an employee falls sick, 
he has to report to the colliery hospital, who issues sick 
certificate and based on such sick certificate, sick leave is 
granted to the employee and the workman did not report to 
the colliery hospital during the period of absence and he 
did not send any sick certificate to the management by 
post, so it cannot be said that he was absent due to sickness 
and the workman has taken shelter of sickness to overcome 
the gross misconduct committed by him and such 
averments are nothing but after thought and as the 
workman remained absent continuously for more than 
10 days, his name was automatically struck off from the roll 
of the company and any correspondence or observation 
made within the administration does not attain finality, 
unless final order is passed by the management and as 
such, the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. In the rejoinder, it has been mentioned by the 
union, on behalf of the workman that as the workman was 
a casual mazdoor, he was not being provided work every 
day and for that his attendance was less than the regular 
employee and as such, the allegation of the Party' No. 1 
that the workman was a regular absentee from the beginning 
of the service is not true and the claim of the Party No. 1 
that as per the provisions of the standing orders, the name 
of the employee is automatically stuck off in case of 
remaining absent continuously for more than 10 days is 
baseless and as such Party No. I has not been able to 
mention the clause or section of such provision and 
mentioning about section 26.24 and 26.30 of the standing 
orders is only to mislead the Tribunal in the matter and 
there is no provision in the standing orders about automatic 
striking off the name of an employee for remaining absent 
for more than 10 days and even though Party No. 1 should 
have made the workman permanent after one year of service, 
Party No. 1 did not do so and thereby, is indirectly 
responsible for the condition of the workman and the action 
ofthe management is illegal. 

5. Besides placing reliance on documentary evidence, 
both the parties have adduced oral evidence in support of 
their respective claims and the workman and one Ram Kripal 
Saxena have been examined as witness by the union, 
whereas, one Chandra Sekhar Singh has been examined as 
a witness by the Party No. I. 

I think it necessary to mention here that as most of 
the facts are not disputed except the date of the workman 
approaching the management to allow him to join duties 
and as the only point for consideration is whether there is 
any provision in the standing orders regarding 
automatically striking off the name of an employ ee from 
the roil for remaining absent for more than 10 days 
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continuously, there is no necessity to discuss the oral 
evidence adduced by the parties, which is reiteration of 
the facts mentioned in the statament of claim and written 
statement respectively. 

6 . It is not disputed by the parties that the workman 
was appointed as a casual general mazdoor on 10.03.1981. 
According to the workman he remained absent from 
07.08.1986 to 04.02.1993 for mental illness and on 05.02.1993 
after he was declared fit to join duty, he approached the 
management to join duty but he was not allowed to join. 
According to Party No. 1, die workman remained absent 
from 05.08.1986 to 02.07.1993. 

Management has mentioned about the days of duty 
performed by the workman in 1981, 1982, 1983,1984, 1985 
and 1986 and has pleaded that from the date of his initial 
appointment, the workman was a regular absentee. However, 
such facts need no consideration, as the same is no way 
necessary to adjudicate the reference. 

The main contention raised by the Party No. 1 is 
regarding automatic striking off the name from the roll for 
remaining absent for more than 10 days. Though, the Party 
No. I has taken such a plea in the written statement, the 
clause, section or Para of such provisions in the standing 
orders or any other Acts or Rules applicable to W.C.L. has 
not been mentioned* Party No. 1 has mentioned about the 
procedure to take leave. Sub sections 26.24 and 26.30 of 
section 26 of the standing orders are regarding the acts of 
misconduct. The said provisions do not relate to striking 
off the name from the roll. After going through the standing 
orders of W.C.L., it is found that there is no provision in 
the same to strike off the name of the employee, for 
remaining unauthorized absent for more than 10 days 
continuously, though such an act constitutes misconduct 
and for imposition of punishment for such misconduct, 
taking necessary action including initiation of departmental 
proceeding is necessary. 

In the case of the workman, for his remaining absent. 
Party No. 1 did not take any action. Even a formal order in 
regard to his absence was not passed. Not a single 
document has been filed by the Party No. 1 to show that 
Party No. 1 had taken any action in the matter. In absence 
of any action taken against the workman for remaining 
absent, the action of the Party No. 1 in not allowing him to 
join his duties is unjust and illegal. 

From the documentary and oral evidence on record, 
it is found that the workman was mentally ill during the 
period of his absence and he was under treatment of the 
doctor and after he was declared fit, he approached the 
management to join duty. 

In view of the materials on record and the discussions 
made above, it is found that the workman is entitled to join 
service with effect from 02.07.1993 with full back wages 
and all consequential benefits. Hence, it is ordered:— 


ORDER 

The workman be allowed to join service w. e.f. 
02.07.1993 with full back wages and all consequential 
benefits. The management of W.C.L. is directed to give 
effect to the award within a month from the date of 
publication of the award in the official gazette. 

The reference is disposed of accordingly. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 28th November, 2011 

S.O. 3745.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award {Ref. No. 10/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of CENTRAL 
RAILWAY and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 28/11/2011. 

[F.No. L-41C12'!! 2/20014R(B-l)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

annexure 

BEFORE SHR1 J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOURCOURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CG1T/NGP/10/2002 Date: 11.11.2011. 

Party No. 1 The Divisional Railway Manager (Per.), 
Central Railway, Nagpur-440001 

Versus 

Party No. 2 Shri Jagdish Chandra Suryanvanshi, 
S/o. Prabhudayal Suryavanshi, 

R/o. Nr. Vikashand Shikshadhikari 
Karyalaya, Am la, Distt. Betul (M.P.) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 11 th November, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
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dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Central Railway and Shri Jagdish Chandra 
Suryanvanshi, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-41012/ 
112/2001-IR (B-I) dated 17.01.2002, with the following 
schedule:— 

"Whether the action of the Central Railway, Nagpur 
through its Divisional Railway Manager; Nagpur in 
not allowing to Shri Jagdish Chandra Suryanvanshi 
to duty as Khalasi w.e,f 26.05.1997 (as per the 
empanelment list of Central Railway) is justified? 
If not, what relief the said workman is entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Jagdish 
Chandra Suryanvanshi ("the workman” in short) filed his 
statement of claim and the management of the Central 
Railway ("Party No. 1" in short) filed its written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in his 
statement of claim is that he was initially employed as a 
casual labourer on 02.12.1982 under P.W.I. (C), Wani and 
was issued with a casual labour card bearing no. 314096 
and he acquired monthly rated status from 08.03.1991 and 
continued to work in Nagpur Division of Central Railway 
at various stations under the Electrical Foreman 
(Maintenance), Central Railway, Ajni, Nagpur and he was 
in the live register of Nagpur Division as per the prevailing 
Rules and Regulations of the Railways for casual labourers 
and on 29.06.1992, he was discharged from services due to 
paucity of work and in the year 1997, the party no. 1 issued 
notification for filling up the vacancies for group 'D'/Class 
IV category in electrical department and the labours, who 
were in the live register of the Railway and based on the 
combined seniority of the casual labours of the Division 
against the vacancies were called for as per the directives 
and he also submitted his application through the electrical 
Foreman, Ajni, under whom he had worked last and he 
appeared before the screening committee as per the call 
letter issued to him by the party no. 1 and was empanelled 
after getting through successfully in the selection process 
vide empanelment letter issued by part no. 1 dated 
03.09.1997, in which, he was placed at SI. No. 70 and a letter 
of absorption was also issued to the Electrical Foreman to 
absorb him regularly as TRS Khalasi in the pay scale of Rs. 
750-940 in the TRS department against the vacancy vide 
letter no. NGP/P840/R/Gr. 'D' dated 21.05.1997 and the party 
no. 1 in the said letter advised the Electrical Foreman, Ajni 
to relieve the persons empanelled to report to them before 
26.05.1997 alongwith medical certificate, service register, 
leave account etc. and though he reported to join service 
on 26-05-1997, the party no. I did not allow him to join 
duties and all the other empanelled persons from the panel 
were absorbed regularly except himself and the person at 
serial no. 71 was also absorbed regularly as Khalasi, whose 
appointment was made much after him and the appointment 


of the person at serial no. 71 was made illegally, as there 
was ban after 1981 on the recruitment of casual labour and 
he made several personal request and so also written 
representations, but the same did not yield any result and 
as such, he raised the dispute before die ALC and on failure 
of the conciliation, failure report was submitted to the 
Central Government and the Central Government referred 
the dispute to the Tribunal for adjudication. 

The further case of the workman is that he was not 
allowed by the party no. I to join duty, on the ground that 
since on cut-off date, he was not on duty and as per 
Railway's rules and regulations, if any new work comes on 
in the Division, then, the available casual labour on live 
register has to be taken on duty, but from the panel dated 
03.04.1997, it can be found that the person at sr. no. 71 was 
taken on duty even though, he was initially taken as casual 
labour at a much later date, depriving him from joining 
work and thereby he was deprived of his rightful claim of 
getting regular posting as group 'D' employee. The workman 
has prayed to reinstate him as a regular Khalasi we./ 
26.05.1997 with full back wages and consequential benefits. 

The party no. 1 in the written statement has admitted 
almost all the allegations made in the statement of claim. 
However, the specific plea of the party no. 1 is that in the 
notification for filling of the vacancies of 1997, it was 
specifically mentioned that only those MRCL W'ere eligible 
to appear for screening/selection, who were in the role on 
the date of notification i.e. 02.01.1997 and admittedly the 
workman was discharged from the service on 29.06.1992 
and inadvertently, he was called and screened against the 
vacancies and the workman was not eligible, as per the 
conditions mentioned in the notification, therefore, when 
this fact was noticed, his order was cancelled and the 
number of working days as mentioned in para 2. II of the 
statement of claim was not relevant, as the condition was 
that MRCL should be on roll on the date of notification 
and the workman was not on the roll on the date of 
notification, he was not eligible for empanelment and as 
the workman was inadvertently screened and empanelled, 
the order was cancelled and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief. 

4. In his rejoinder, the workman has pleaded that 
though the party no. 1 has alleged that the notification of 
the year 1997 stipulated the condition that employees, who 
were on the muster on the cut-off date were only eligible to 
be appointed in group ’D' category, such notification has 
not been produced and there cannot be such a condition 
in the said notification and if any such condition was there, 
then the said condition was being wrongly interpreted by 
the party no. 1 and due to said interpretation, the junior 
casual labour has obtained regularization and senior casual 
labour has been denied the opportunity of regularization 
and when he was out of job due to non availability of work, 
not calling him for the work as and when work was available 
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was the fault of the party no. 1 and he being the senior, not 
calling him when work was available and engage new face 
and regularize the new face earlier than him is bad in law 
and as such, the contention as raised by party no. 1 
deserves to be rejected and he was called for screening as 
per rules. 

5. It is necessary to mention here that as management 
remained absent since 06.07.2010 and non appeared on 
behalf of the management to cross-examine the workman, 
”no cross" order was passed on 23.11.2010 and lastly 
argument on merit of the case was heard ex-parte from the 
side of the workman. 

6 . At the time of argument, the learned advocate for 
the workman reiterated the contention raised in the 
statement of claim and rejoinder and submitted that the 
workman was regularized as a gangman in 2003 and he is 
still working as such, but he is entitled to be regularized 
w.e.f. 26.05.1997 with all consequential benefits. 

7. Perused the record. Admittedly no rebuttal 
evidence was adduced by the party no. 1. Party no. I also 
failed to produce the notification of the year 1997, to show 
that the workman was inadvertently called for screening 
and was selected for regularization. In view of the 
unchallenged evidence of the workman on affidavit and in 
absence of any rebuttal evidence from the side of the party 
no. !, it is found that the action of the party no. 1 in not 
allowing the workman to join duty as Khalasi w.e.f. 
26.05.1997 is unjustified. 

8 . Now, the question remains for consideration in 
regarding the benefits to be granted to the workman. 
Admittedly, the workman had been regularized as a 
gangman in 2003 and he is working as such at present also. 
There is neither any pleading nor any evidence from the 
side of the workman that he was not gainfully employed 
from 26.05.! 997 til) he was regularized in 2003. So, he is not 
entitled to any wages for the said period. 

From the materials on record, it is found that the 
workman is entitled for absorption as a Khalasi notionally 
w.e.f 26.05.1997, with continuity of service from the said 
date. He is not entitled for regular wages from 26.05.1997. 
However, he is entitled for annual increments as admissible 
holding that his appointment was on 26.05.1997. His 
seniority is to be counted as per the empanelment list dated 
03 .09.1997. Hence, it is ordered:— 

ORDER 

The action of the Central Railway, Nagpur through 
its Divisional Railway Manager, Nagpur in not allowing to 
Shri Jagdish Chandra Suryanvanshi to duty as Khalasi 
w.ef 26.05.1997 (as per empanelment list of Central 
Railway) is unjustified. The party no. 1 is directed to absorb 
him as a Khalasi notionally w.e.f 26.05.1997 with 
continuity of service from the said date. The workman is 


not entitled for regular wages from 26.05.1997. However, 
he is entitled for notional annual increments as admissible 
holding the date of his joining service to be on 26.05.199? 
and to pay the amount of the increments and to refix his 
salary from the actual date of joining. His seniority is to 
be reckoned as per his position in the empanelment list. 
The party no. 1 is directed to give effect to the award within 
one month from the date of pu blication of the a ward in the 
official gazette. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi the 28th November, 2011 

S.O. 3746. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 2/5/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of WCL and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 28/11/2011. 

fNo. L-22012/538/1999-1R (C-ll)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CCIT-CU M-LABOU R COURT, N AG PU R 

Case No. CGIT/NG P/215/2000 Date: 31.10.2011. 

Party No. 1 : The Sub Area Manager, 

Hindustan Lalpeth Opencast 
Sub Area of WCL, PO: Lalpeth, 

Distt. Chandrapur, 

Maharashtra. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : Shri Lomesh Maroti Khartad 

President, National Colliery' Workers 
Congress, Arnbedkar Ward, Ballarpur, 
Tah. & Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 
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AWARD 

(Dated: 31 st October, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (l) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and their Union State 
Bank Karamchari Sena, for adjudication, as per letter No.L- 
22012/538/99-lR(CM-H) dated 06.07.2000, with the 
following schedule:— 

"Whether the action of the management i.e. Sub 
Area Manager, Hindustan Lafpeth U/G Sub Area of 
WCL in not reinstating Sh. Chandu Mahakaii 
Sohari and 9 others are legal, Proper and justified? 
If not, to what relief the workmen are entitled and 
from what date? What Other directions are necessary 
in the matter?" 

List of Workmen involved in the dispute 

1. Shri Chandu Mahakaii Sohari 

2. Narsingha Rajam 

3. Ram Reddy Rammanna 

4. Dhanraj Bhaiyalat 

5. Ramlai Gayaprasad 

6 . Ramalu Ghatiyya 

7. Mala Reddy Shyamrao 

8 . Shankar Matiya 

9. Anand Nago 

10. Odei Raimallu 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were noticed to 
file their respective statement of claim and written statement, 
in response to which, the union, "National Colliery Workers 
Congress" ("the Union" in short) filed the statement of 
claim on behalf of the ten claimants and the management of 
W.C.L. ("party no. 1" in short) filed the written statement. 

The case of the ten claimants as projected by the 
Union in the statement of claim is that Western Coalfields 
Ltd., is a government company and falls within the meaning 
of'State" under Article 12 of the Constitution of India and 
ail the ten claimants have been working at saw machine 
owned by the party no. 1 since 1989 and the saw machine 
was installed by the party no. I at the incline mouth, within 
the vicinity of the mine to safe guard their interest and the 
party no. I has been issuing work orders every year 
specifying cutting of timber into sleepers of different sizes, 
as per the requirement of the management and the timing 
of working of the saw machine was controlled by the 
management and the work to be done at the saw machine 
was also be under the direction and control of the 
management and timbers were purchased and supplied by 
the party no. 1 for cutting of the same in the saw mill into 
sleepers of specific sizes as per its requirements and without 


sleepers of specific sizes, the haulage track on underground 
as well as on surface cannot be laid and similarly, in 
underground, the roof support and other incidental day to 
day work for production of coal and safety of mine and 
persons working therein cannot be undertaken without 
sleeper and barricading etc. and cutting logs into sleeper 
of required sizes is a job of permanent and perennial nature 
and keeping in view this very aspect, the Joint Bipartite 
Committee for Coal Industry'("the JBCCI" in short) during 
deliberations under National Coal Wage Agreements HI, 
IV, V and VI have categorically decided that Industry should 
not employ lafc our through contractor or contractor's labour 
on jobs of permanent and perennial nature and should be 
carried out departmentally and the Member secretary of 
JBCCI issued implementation instructions No. 35 dated 
17.07.1984 to all coal companies repeating the provisions 
under para 11.5 and 11.5.4 ofNCWA-III for implementation 
of the same and to send monthly progress report to JBCCI 
office to review the progress and the same provisions were 
also in NCWA—IV, V and VI and implementation of the 
provision of the NCWA is mandatory for the management 
and as per the provisions of the NCWA, the jobs of 
permanent and perennial nature must be done 
departmentally and as such, the ten claimants are entitled 
for absorption in regular basis on the rolls of the 
management with retrospective effect from January 1990, 
in accordance with the category and wages and other 
consequential benefits as specified in NCWA and the 
claimants were working in the saw mill regularly and 
continuously for about 11 years and inspite of the same, 
they were stopped from working/terminated w.e.f. December 
1998, without notice, amounting to retrenchment without 
compliance of the mandatory provisions of the Act and the 
action of the party No. 1 therefore is illegal and the claimants 
are entitled for reinstatement in services with continuity 
and wages and other consequential benefits, It is further 
pleaded in the statement of claim that after receipt of the 
implementation instruction No. 35 dated 17.07.1984, the 
WCL management absorbed/regularized workers working 
at saw mills in different Mines/units by entering into 
settlement with unions, such as at Bailarpur, Nagpur, Wani, 
Majri, Pench and Patharkhera Areas of WCL and as such, 
denying similar benefits to the present claimants is an act 
of discrimination and unfair labour practice and violative 
of the principles of natural justice and the claimants had 
been employed by the management though may be 
indirectly but their day to day work was controlled and 
supervised by the management and it is established law 
that where the workmen are employed for doing jobs of 
specific type for the management, such workmen will be 
treated as employees of concerned management. 

Prayer has been made by the union to absorb/ 
regularize/reinstate the claimants on the rolls of the 
management w.e.f. January 1990 with full or proper back 
wages and other consequential benefits. 
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3. The party No. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that the reference is not maintainable due to non 
mention of the designations, ticket/token numbers, place 
of work and date oftermination in the schedule ofreference 
and the union has no locus standi to espouse the case of 
the claimants, as 25% of the workers of Lalpeth 
underground colliery are not its members and no resolution 
has been passed by the members of the union for espousal 
of the dispute on behalf of the claimants. It is further pleaded 
by the party No. 1 that the claimants were never its 
employees and there was no employer and employees 
relationship between it and the claimants and as such, the 
question of raising an industrial dispute or existence of an 
industrial dispute on behalf of the claimants does not arise 
and therefore, the Tribunal has not jurisdiction to adjudicate 
the matter. The further case of the party No. I is that a saw 
mill at Lalpeth colliery has been installed for the purpose of 
cutting timber/sleepers of different sizes as per the 
requirement in the mine and this work is periodical and 
intermittent and not a whole time job and for doing this 
jobs, quotations are invited from different outside parties 
and measurement/quantity basis on the terms/rates agreed 
by the parties and work order is given to get the timber/ 
sleepers to be cut in the mill during the period of validity of 
the work order and bills are submitted periodically on the 
basis of the quantum of work done and bills are paid in 
lumpsum after due checking and verification and the parties 
engage their workmen periodically to their requirements 
and those men are totally under the supervision and control 
of the tenderer and they are also paid by the tenderer and 
the employment/termination and other conditions of service 
such as grant of leave etc. are under the administrative 
control of the tenderer. The party No. 1 has further pleaded 
that even if it is assumed for a while that the claimants had 
been engaged by it through contractor as alleged by the 
union, they have no right to be regularized as departmental 
employees, as because engagement of contract labour in 
the saw mill does not fall under the prohibited category 
under the government notification issued for this purpose, 
under contract labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1971, 
the job done in the saw mill is not of permanent and 
perennial nature and the same is intermittent and periodical 
and therefore, the provisions of NCWA are not applicable 
and in the alternative, the NCWA do not provide that if a 
contract work of permanent and perennial nature of job is 
abolished or the job is taken over directly by the 
department, the contractual workers if any should be 
regularized/taken over as departmental employees and that 
if the management engages contract labour in permanent 
and perennial nature of job, such labour would be treated 
as departmental employee and the NCWA has not specified 
which jobs in the Coal Industry have to be treated as 
permanent and perennial nature and therefore, the claim 
that timber cutting in the saw mill is a job ofpermanent and 
perennial nature is not tenable and the timber cutting job in 
the said mill is still going on as and when required and the 


tenderer, Ramlal Gupta has been doing the job and he had 
done the job in 1999 and 2000 and the allegation that 
management stopped the claimants from working in the 
saw mill is not correct and ifthe tenderer, Ramlal Gupta did 
not engage any person to get his work done, the 
management cannot be held responsible for the same and 
such contract work was going on from 1990, but the dispute 
was raised in 1999 and no explanation has been given as to 
why the claimants or the union kept mum for such a long 
period of nine years and as such, they are estopped from 
putting forward such a belated claim and the very fact that 
the claimants continued to work for long ten years without 
any protest signifies that they were convinced that there 
was no irregularity or breach of the provisions of NCWA, 
as the jobs they were performing were not of permanent or 
perennial in nature and the claimants are not entitled to 
any relief. 

4. In the rejoinder, it has been pleaded by the union 
that the union is competent to espouse the claim of the 
claimants and the saw mill is owned by the management, 
which is installed in mine premises and the management 
has supervision and control over the size of the timber and 
the men engaged in the saw mill cannot be held to be the 
men engaged by the contractor and the work of the saw 
mill is of permanent and perennial in nature. 

5. Besides placing reliance on documentary evidence, 
both the parties have adduced oral. 

Ramlal Gaya Prasad Gupta, Chandu Mahakali Souhari 
and Chilka Hanumant have been examined as witnesses on 
behalf of the claimants. 

One S. Tangaraj has been examined as a witness by 
the party No. 1. 

6. Ramlal Gupta, who has been examined as the 
witness No. 1 for the claimants has stated that though he 
had been shown as the contractor, actually he had been 
working as a "Mistry" in the saw mill. However, such 
statement of Ramlal cannot be taken into consideration, in 
view of the fact that such a stand has not be taken in the 
statement of claim. Moreover, the said statement of this 
witness also cannot be believed, in view of the evidence 
produced by the claimants themselves, about which, 
discussion will be made later on. It is also necessary to 
mention here that the first sentence of the examination-in¬ 
chief, which is on affidavit, witness Ramlal has stated that, 
"management of Lalpeth underground sub-area are 
providing him the work of cutting logs with saw from 
08.12.1989 continuously and at present also management 
is providing the work". Such statement of Ramlal shows 
two things. First, that management is providing him the 
work of cutting timber as a contractor and secondly, the 
reference made by the Government regarding reinstatement 
of the claimants is not proper. In paragraph three of his 
affidavit also, Ramlal has stated that he himself ant 9 other 
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claimants are still working in the saw mill. If, actually the 
claimants were working in the saw mill and are still working 
in the same, then there is no question of reinstatement of 
the claimants. The rest of the evidence of Ramlal is 
reiteration of the facts mentioned in the statement of claim 
and rejoinder filed by the claimants. In his cross-examination 
also, Ramlal has stated that he himself and other claimants 
are working in the saw mill of lalpeth colliery and inspite of 
the same, the claim petition has been filed by the General 
Secretary, NCBW union and their services were never 
terminated and they have claimed to regularize their services. 
It is necessary to mention here that the reference has not 
been made for regularization of the services of the claimants. 

7. The evidence of Chandu Mahakali Souhari and 
Chilka Hanumant is also in the same line that has been 
taken by the claimants in the statement of claim. Chandu 
Mahakali, who is one of the claimants in this case also in 
his cross-examination has stated that he himself and all 
other claimants of this case are still working in the saw mill 
of Hindustan Lalpeth and in this case, they have claimed 
to regularize their services from the year 1990. 

8. Thangaraj, the witness examined on behalfof party 
No. 1 has also reiterated the facts mentioned in the written 
statement, in his examination-in-chief, which is on affidavit. 
In his cross-examination, it has been brought on record 
that the saw machine was installed by WCL about 10 to 15 
years back and the ten claimants are not the employee of 
WCL and Ramlal Gupta is the contractor and at present the 
work of cutting logs is done by Ramlal. 

9. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the claimants that the union is entitled 
to espouse the claim of the claimants and the claimants are 
to be treated as the employees of the party no. 1 and there 
was employer and employee relationship between the 
claimants and the party no. ! and the documents submitted 
by the claimants and the oral evidence adduced in this 
case clearly establish that the saw mill was installed by the 
party no. 1 and it is under the supervision and control of 
the party no. 1 and the work of cutting logs and sleepers 
according to the instructions of the party no. 1 is a 
perennial and permanent nature of job and the party no. 1 
was to maintain the saw mill and also supply the timber and 
persons like the present claimants working in saw mills of 
Ballarpur, Pather Khera and Nagpur Area had been taken 
on roll of the management and as the claimants had been 
working continuously from 1990 and they were stopped 
from working w.e.f. 01.12.1998 and as such, they are entitled 
to be reinstated with full back wages. 

In support of such contents, the learned advocate 
for the claimants placed reliance on the decisions reported 
in AIR 1970 SC 737 (Workmen of Indian Express Newspaper 
P. Ltd v.v. The Management), AIR 2000 SC- (508, Indian 
Overseas Bank v.v. 1 O.B Staff Canteen Workers), 1984(4) 
SCC-392 (Workman, Hindustan Lever Ltd. v.v. Hindustan 


Lever Ltd.), AIR 1954 SC-1746 (Hocatiet Gemmon vs. 
Industrial Tribunal, Bhubaneswar), AIR 1974 SC-34 (Silver 
Jublee Tailoring House vs. Chief Inspector) and 2006 LAB 
I.C.-1527 (H.M. Awasthy vs. Union of India). 

10. Per contra, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the Party no. 1 that the union is not competent 
to raise the dispute as the same is not a union of the workers 
of Hindustan Lalpeth Colliery no. 3 and the union does not 
have at least 25% of the workers as its members and the 
reference is vague, as the designation, place of work and 
date of the alleged termination have not been mentioned 
and such a vague reference is not maintainable in the eye 
of law and Ramlal Gupta is awarded contract after floating 
tender for cutting timbers and sleepers and documents 
Annexure A to P have been filed and proved by the witness 
for the party no. 1 and the said documents show that Ramlal 
Gupta has signed those documents as a contractor and it 
is clear from the evidence of Ramlal Gupta and Chandu 
Mahakali that all the claimants were still in the job till 
26.02.2002, the date of the evidence, which facts clearly 
show that the claimants were not stopped by the 
management from working and for that, the question of 
reinstating them does not arise and the union by taking 
advantage of the reference has tried to enlarge the scope 
of the reference claiming departmentalisation/regularization 
of the claimants by the WCL management, which is entirely 
outside the terms of the reference and the Tribunal has to 
adjudicate the reference within the frame work of the 
schedule and Tribunal cannot enlarge the terms of reference 
and travel beyond the same and as such, the claimants are 
not entitled to any relief. 

In support of the submissions made by the learned 
advocate for the party no. 1, reliance was placed on the 
decisions reported in AIR 1966 SC-182 (Workmen of 
Dharamalal v.v. Dharam Chand Prem Chand), AIR 1970 SC- 
737 (Supra), 1992 LAB LC.-75 (DenaNath vs. National 
Fertilisers Ltd.), 2001 LAB l.C.-3656 (Steel Authority of India 
vs. National Union Water Front Workers), AIR 1981 SC- 
1625 (Firestone Tyre v.v. Workmen) and AIR 1979 SC-1356 
(Pottery Mazdoor Panchayat vs. Perfect Pottery Company 
Ltd.). 

So keeping in view, the principles enunciated by the 
Hon'ble Apex Court in the decisions cited by the learned 
advocates for the parties, now, the present cast at hand is 
to be considered. 

10. On perusal of the schedule of reference, it is found 
that the same is an incomplete and vague schedule. The 
schedule of reference does not have the place of work of 
claimants, the designation or post of the claimants and the 
alleged date of their termination. In the schedule, the 
claimants have also not been referred as the workmen. The 
Central Government should not have referred the dispute 
with such a vague schedule for adjudication. 
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11. It is also clear from the schedule of reference drat 
the reference has been made to adjudicate about the 
reinstatement of the claimants and the entitlement of the 
claimants in relation to such reinstatement and if any 
direction from the Tribunal is necessary in the matter. 

The reference is not in regard to regularization or 
departmentalisation of the claimants by the management. 
It is well settled by the Hon'ble Apex Court that the Tribunal 
cannot go beyond the terms of the reference. Hence, there 
is no question of adjudicating the claim of the claimants 
regarding regularization or departmentalisation. 

At this juncture, I think it apropos to mention that 
the two of the claimants, namely Ramlal Gupta and Chandu 
Mahakali, who have been examined as witnesses no. 1 and 
2 respectively on behalf of the claimants, in their evidence 
before this Tribunal have categorically stated that they 
had never been stopped from working in the saw mill and 
they are still being provided work by the management and 
they are still in work. In view of such categorically admission 
of the two claimants, it is found that there was never any 
termination of the claimants or discontinuance of the 
claimants from the work, which they were doing and as 
such, there is no question of reinstatement of the claimants. 
Therefore, the reference is found to be not only redundant 
but also infractuous. 

12. The claimants nowhere in the statement of claim 
have claimed that they were appointed or engaged by the 
party no. 1 and the date of their appointment or engagement 
and so also the name of the post and category of the same 
or as to on what capacity they were engaged. They have 
also not mentioned the mode oftheir engagement i.e. casual, 
temporary or daily wages basis. They have also not claim 
that they were the workmen under party no. 1. 

13. The claimants have claimed that they were working 
since 1990. In support of the same, they have placed reliance 
on the documents filed by them as W-2 to W-6. Documents 
W-2 to W-5 are copies or work orders issued by the party 
no. 1 in favour of Ramlal Gupta. The said documents show 
that Ramlal Gupta as the contractor was given work orders 
for cutting timber into sleeper with the conditions 
incorporated in the said work orders from year to year. The 
said documents have been filed on behalf of the claimants 
and the genuineness of the same has also not been 
challenged by the parties. The documents filed on behalf 
of party no. 1 also show that Ramlal Gupta as the contractor 
was being given the work of cutting timber to sleeper by 
the party no. 1 as per rates quotated in the quotation and 
payment was also being made to Ramlal as per the work 
executed by him. 

According to the claim of the claimants document 
W-6 having 113 sheets is the statement of attendance/ 
payment sheets from 1990 to 1998. On perusal of the said 
document, it is also found that the same was maintained by 


Ramlal Gupta as the Contractor. It is also found from the 
said document that the same does not support the claim of 
the claimants that they were working from 1990 to 1998. 
Rather, the said document shows that the union has not 
come up with a clean hand. The contents of some of the 
sheets of the document W6 are not visible. Sheets nos. 1 
to 9, which relate to the period from January 1997 to June 
1997 show that the same were attendance of eight persons 
and not of all the ten claimants. Sheet 10 to 20, which relate 
to the attendance for the period from July 1997 to December 
1997 show that the same were attendance sheet of nine 
persons. Sheet no. 71 and 72 show that payment was made 
to 12 persons. Sheet no. 74 shows payment was made to 11 
pesons. Sheet no. 75 shows payment was made to 14 
persons. Sheet nos. 66, 67 and 68 show that the same are 
attendance sheet and payment sheet relating to the period 
from 01.04.1991 to 30.04.1991 of 11 persons and in that 
sheet, the name of the present claimants are not there. The 
name mentioned in the said sheets are Krushna Gopal, 
Chandra Prakash, Mahesh, Dinesh, Rabi, Suresh, Raju, 
Dhanraj, Shivkumar and Kamlesh. Sheets no. 71 and 72 
show engagement of 12 persons. Sheet no. 75 and 76 show 
engagement of 14 persons. Sheet no. 113 relating to the 
period from 05.03.1993 to 26.03.1993 shows the engagement 
of only five persons. So from the document W-6, it is found 
that the claim of the claimants that they have been working 
from 1990 to 1998 continuously is not true. 

From the documentary evidence and the oral 
evidence, it is clear that the claimants were never engaged 
by the party no. 1 and there was no master and servant 
relationship between the party no. 1 and the claimants and 
there was no question of any termination of the claimants 
and as such, there is also no question oftheir reinstatement 
in service. 

In view of the above findings, 1 do not think it 
necessary to go into the other contention raised by the 
party no. 1 including the competency of the union to raise 
the dispute. Hence, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The reference as made is not maintainable on the 
grounds that the same is vague, redundant and infructuous. 
The claimants are not entitled to any relief. There is also 
no necessity of giving any directions in the matter. 

J.R CHAND, Presiding Officer 

^ 29 2011 
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VlSi cjVMHl, 3T«R 

New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3747.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 10/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Garrison Engineer (1), R&D and M/s. 
Electro Commercial Company and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 29.11.2011. 

[No. L-I3012/4/2008-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL RIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, BHUBANESWAR 

Present: 

Shri J. Srivastava, 

Presiding Officer, C.GI.T-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 10/2009 
Date of Passing Award—17th November, 2011 

Between: 

1. The Garrison Engineer (I), Ministry of 
Defence, R.& D, At./Po. Chandipur, 

Dist. Balasore, Orissa—756 025. 

2. The Managing Director, M/s. Electro 
Commercial Co., Western Street, R. No. 307, 

Kolkatta— 700012. 

... 1st Party—Managements. 
(And) 

Their workman Shri Ram Chandra Majhi, 

S/o. Shri Baidhar Majhi, At./Po.— Sunhat, 

Distt. Balasore, Orissa. 

...2nd Party—Workman. 

Appearances: 

None. ... For the 1 st Party- 

Management No. 1 and 2. 

None. ... For the 2nd Party- 
Workman. 

AWARD 

An industrial dispute existing between the employers 
in relation to the management of Ministry of Defence, 


R&D, Chandipur and their workman was referred by the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Labour under powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide 
their letter No. L-13012/4/2008-IR (DU), dated 17.02.2009. 

2. The dispute as referred to is mentioned below: 

"Whether the contract between the management 
of Garrison Engineer-I, Chandipur and M/s. 
Electro Commercial Company, with regard to 
employment of Shri Ram Chandra Majhi is sham 
and bogus and whether the action of the 
management of the said contract in terminating 
the services of above workman w.e.f 28.11.2004 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to? 

3. The 2nd Party-workman in pursuance of the order 
of reference has filed his statement ofclaim submitting that 
he has worked as a daily rated workman under the 1st 
Party-Management and was receiving wages at the end of 
every month amounting to Rs. 1930/-. He was engaged in 
electrical works which was a perennial nature of job without 
any break and was awaiting for his regular service. But his 
services were terminated by the 1st Party-Management 
without any cause with effect from 28.11.2004, whereupon 
he raised a dispute before the Labour Officer (Central), 
Bhubaneswar. After prolong discussion conciliation failed 
and the dispute was referred to this Tribunal for proper 
adjudication. The 1st Party-Management has not followed 
the provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 and terminated his service without any notice 
He has put in more than 10 years of service. Therefore he 
may be reinstated with full back wages. 

4. The 1st Party-Management No. 1 and 2 despite 
putting appearance in the case and taking time have failed 
to file any written statement. Hence the case was ordered 
to proceed ex parte against them and the 2nd Party-workman 
was directed to file exparte evidence. But for the last four 
consecutive dates parties have not appeared. A notice was 
also issued to the 2nd party-workman to file ex parte 
evidence, but he did not care to appear and file ex parte 
evidence. Thus no evidence in support of the claim has 
come from the side of the 2nd Party-Workman. Without 
supporting evidence the claim of the 2nd Party-Workman 
cannot be accepted and it cannot be taken as granted that 
the 2nd Party-workman has worked with the 1st Party- 
Management for 240 days during the period of 12 calendar 
months preceding the date of termination of his service. 
As such it cannot be held that the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act have been violated by 
the 1st Party-Management in terminating the services of 
the 2nd Party-workman. 

5. No allegations have been made with regard to 
contract made between the management of the Garrison 
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Engineer-I, Chandipur and M/s. Electro Commercial 
Company with regard to employment of the 2nd Party- 
workman Shri Ram Chandra Majhi being sham and bogus. 
As such the issue cannot be answered in favour of the 2nd 
Party-workman. The 2nd Party-Workman has also failed to 
prove that the action of the Management of said contractor 
in terminating his services with effect from 28.11.2004 is 
illegal and unjustified. Therefore the reference is answered 
against the 2nd Party—workman and he is not entitled to 
any relief. 

6. Reference is answered accordingly. 

J. SR1VASTAVA, Presiding Officer 

M 29 2011 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3748.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 9/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour 
Court, Cochin as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29.11.2011. 

[No. L-40012/36/2008-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 

ANNEXURE 

IN TOE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present : 

Shri D. Sreevallabhan, 

B.Sc., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Tuesday the 15th day of November, 2011/ 

24th Kartika, 1933) 

I.D. 9/2009 

Workman : Shri K.P. Velayudhan, 

Chembattammal House, 


Manipuram P.O., 

Koduvally, Kozhikode. 

By Adv. Smt. Sadhana Kumari. E 

Management ; The General Manager, 

Telecome, B.S.N.L., 

Calicut. 

By Adv. Saji Varghese. 

This case coming up for final hearing on 8.11.2011 
and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 15.11.2011 passed 
the following. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) o f Section 10 o f 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
order No.L-40012/36/2008-IR(DU) dated 16.02.2009. 

2. The dispute is: 

"Whether the action of the management of the 
General Manager, Telecom BSNL, Calicut, in 
terminating the services of their workman 
Shri. K.P. Velayudhan w.e.f 2003 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to?" 

3. The reference is made at the instance of the 
workman with regard to the termination of his services by 
the management w.e.f. 2003. After his appearance before 
this Tribunal he tiled claim statement with a prayer for 
regularisation of his service as a causal labourer of the 
BSNL by making allegations only to support the same. 

4. According to him he was appointed as a casual 
labourer by the authorized officers of the Department of 
Telecom (DoT) in accordance with the rules and he was 
engaged as a Mazdoor during intermittent periods from 
18.02.1977 to 02.11.1999 and continuously thereafter till 
2003. He was issued with a casual mazdoor card and his 
name was in the muster roll. As per Casual Labourers (Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regular isation) Scheme dated 
07.11.1989 he was entitled to be confirmed with temporary 
status. It was not done even after making several 
representations and filing cases against the management. 
Persons similarly placed and junior to him have been 
regularized by the management without even considering 
the representations made by him for regular isation. Hence 
he filed O.P. No. 19753/2003 before the Hon'ble High Court 
of Kerala and pursuant to the direction in that case he filed 
application for regularisation. But the same was rejected 
by the management. As he had worked from 1977 till 203 
which is more than 26 years after his appointment by the 
authorized officers of the DOT and he had worked for 220/ 
206 days in an year before the imposition of ban of casual 
labourers he is entitled to be regularized. 
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5. In the written statement filed by the management 
it is contended that the claimant is not entitled to get any 
relief as there is nothing to satisfy the conditions to be 
fulfilled for the conferment for empanelment, temporary 
status and regularisation. The DoT used to engage casual 
labourers for their various works related to expansion of 
telephone network. But there was a total ban on recruitment' 
engagement of casual workers from 22.06.1988. In order to 
claim temporary status as per the Casual Labourers (Grant 
of Temporary Status and Regularisation) Scheme the casual 
labourer must be one in employment before the ban and 
also at the time of the commencement of the scheme and in 
continuous service of at least one year, out of which he 
must have been engaged on work for a period of240 days 
(206 in the case of offices observing five day week). The 
claimant was unable to satisfy the fulfillment of the 
conditions for temporary status. He had abandoned the 
casual work before one year from the date of commencement 
of the scheme and hence it was impossible to count his 
past casual service for any purpose. Only those who were 
eligible for temporary status were given the benefits. The 
management had done nothing to deny the benefits that 
are legitimately due to him. As per the direction of the 
Central Administrative Tribunal, Emakulam Bench in O.A. 
1402/93 and the connected cases, applications were invited 
for empanelment and those found to be eligible after 
scrutiny were empanelled. The workmen had not submitted 
any application for empanelment which was to be made 
within a period of 30 days from the date of publication of 
notice. His applications and representations for 
regularisation were properly considered by the competent 
authority. But the same were rejected as there was no merit 
in this claim. Hence he is not entitled to any relief. 

6. No rejoinder was filed by the workman even though 
he was afforded sufficient opportunity to file the same. 

7. On the side of the workman Ue was examined as 
WW1 and Exts. W1 to W5 were marked. MW1 was 
examined and Exts. M l to M 5 were marked from the side of 
the management. 

8. The points for determination are: 

(1) Whether the claim for regularisation can be 
considered in this reference? 

(2) Whether there is any reasons to hold that the 
management of the General Manager, Telecom 
BSNL, Calicut in terminating the services of their 
workman Sri ICP, Velayudhan w*e,f 2003 is not 
legal and justifiable? 

(3) What relief, if any, the workman is entitled to? 

9. Point No. 1The reference is for the purpose of 
adjudication of the dispute whether the termination of the 
workman from the services of the management w. e.f. 2003 
is legal and justified. The reference is not in any way 


concerned with regularisation of his service. The entire 
pleadings as well as the evidence adduced in this case 
have no bearing on the question of considering the 
termination of his service. Regularisation is not a matter 
crops up for consideration in this reference. It cannot even 
said to be a matter appearing to be connected with or 
relevant to the dispute for the purpose of answering the 
reference. It is not known what persuaded the workman to 
formulate the pleadings and to adduce evidence for 
considering the issue of regularisation. 

10. An industrial dispute as to regularisation is to be 
espoused either by a union or a number of workmen in the 
establishment. In Raghu Nath Gopal Patvardhan [ 1957 (I) 
LLJ 27] the Apex Court ruled as to what dispute can be 
called as an industrial dispute. It was laid down the (1) a 
dispute between the employer and a single workman cannot 
be an industrial dispute, (2) it can not be per-se be an 
industrial dispute but may become if it is taken up by a 
trade union or a number of workmen. In Dharampal Prem 
Chand [ 1965 (1) LLJ 668] it was held by the Apex Court that 
a dispute raised by a single workman cannot become an 
industrial dispute unless it is supported either by his union 
or in the absence of a union by substantial number of 
workmen. Same law w'as laid down in the case of Indian 
Express Newspaper (Pvt.) Limited [ 1970 (1) LLJ 132], In the 
decision reported in Mangalam Publications (India) Pvt. 
Ltd. v. Thampy 2006 (2) KLT 327 it was clearly laid down 
that grievance of an individual workman cannot be 
adjudicated in a reference under S. 10 (l )(c). Therein it was 
held: 

"The dispute should be (I) between the employment 
and emp!oyers/(2) between employers and workmen/ 
(3) between workmen and workmen/(4) and the 
dispute should be regarding (a) employment or non- 
employment/(b) the terms of employment/(c) the 
conditions of labour of any person. It is fairly clear 
that the industrial dispute contemplated under S. 2(k) 
is a collective industrial dispute. Any grievance of a 
workman in an industry has normally a collective 
dimension and if that is resolved through the 
collective effort, neither the management nor other 
workmen need be dragged to unnecessary litigation. 
Otherwise, it would lead to the situation of every 
workman either opting for or being forced to getting 
his grievance redressed in an adjudication. That 
w'ould certainly affect the industrial peace. Individual 
grievances unless sponsored through the Union or 
when there is no Union through the medium of an 
appreciable number or workmen in the establishment, 
cannot be adjudicated as an industrial dispute in a 
reference under S. 10 (1 )(c)". 

11. Here in this case it is only an individual dispute 
and cannot even be treated as an industrial dispute, An 
industrial dispute under the Industrial Disputes Act is to 
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be one between the employer and workmen which is 
connected with the employment or non employment or the 
terms of employment or the conditions of labour of any 
person. There is a distinction between individual dispute 
and collective dispute. When an individual dispute 
becomes a collective dispute between the employer and 
the workmen it can be treated as an industrial dispute under 
the said Act. An individual dispute which has not become 
a collective dispute cannot be characterized as an industrial 
disputes. It is a necessary requirement that the claim put 
forward should be on behalf of the employees or workmen 
generally. The essential characteristic of an industrial 
dispute is a difference of opinion between the employer 
and the employees in an industry in relation to a claim 
generally made on behalf of the employees or of a section 
of the employees or of even one employee depending upon 
the facts and circumstances of the peculiar case. It is well 
settled law that an individual workman cannot raise an 
industrial dispute coming within the purview of S. 2(k) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

12. This Tribunal has no jurisdiction to consider the 
question of regularisation except through a reference 
espoused by a union or a substantial number of workmen 
in the establishment. As the question of regularisation will 
not come within the scope of this reference it does not 
deserve any consideration. 

13. Point No. 2 :—It is not in dispute that the 
workman was engaged as a casual labourer by the DoT. It 
is the case of the workman that he was engaged during 
intermittent periods from 18.02.1977 to 02.11.1999 and 
continuously thereafter till 2003. There is no allegation as 
to termination of his sendees by the management in the 
claim statement. Being a casual labourer his service can be 
terminated without complying with the requirements under 
Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 if he was 
not continuously employed for 240 days in an year. In para 
16 of the claim statement it is specifically alleged that he 
had worked 220/206 days in an year. It is nowhere stated in 
the claim statement that he had been in continuous 
employment for 240 days in an year. In the proof affidavit it 
is stated that he was engaged as a casual labourer from 
1 977 to February 2001 and had worked for more than 240 
days every year. There is absolutely no reliable evidence 
in this case to prove that he had worked for more than 240 
days in an year. 

The averments in the proof affidavit about the period 
of service and the number of days worked in an year are 
contrary to the allegations in the petition. Ext. W1 is stated 
to be the casual mazdoor card of the workman. It would go 
to slow that he had worked for 49 days during the years 
1977-’7 8 , 99 days during the period 1980-'81, 29 days in 
between 1.10.1986 & 31.10.1986 and 24 days in November 
1986. Ext. W2, the copy of the work details, will also not 
help the workman to prove that he was continuously 


employed for 240 days in an year. Exts. W1 & W2 can at the 
most be relied on to prove that he had worked as a casual 
labourer in broken periods during the years 1977 to 1986. 
The contention put forward by the management in the 
written statement that the workman abandoned his casual 
work before one year prior to the implementation of Casual 
Labourers (Grant of Temporary Status and Regularisation) 
Scheme which came into effect on 1.10.1989. There is no 
reliable evidence in this case to support the averment in 
the proof affidavit of the workman that he had worked for 
more than 240 days every year from 1977 till 2001. Even in 
the proof affidavit his claim is only for regularisation and 
not as to the validity of termination from service. There is 
no plea in the claim statement regarding the continuous 
employment for 240 days in an year and there is no reliable 
evidence to prove the same. There is no specific case in 
the claim statement or during his examination as WW1 
with regard to his termination of service. Being only a casual 
labourer not engaged continuously for a period of240 days 
in an year his services can be terminated at any time by the 
management without complying with the requirements 
under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act. At any 
cost there is no reason to hold that his service was illegally 
terminated by the management. 

14. Point No. 3 :—As it is not proved that there was 
termination of the service of the workman and the same is 
not legal and valid he is not entitled to any relief. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 15th 
day of November, 2011. 

D. SREEVALLABHAN, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the Workman 

WW1 — Shri K.P. Velayudhan, Workman. 

Witness for the Management 

MW1 — Rajan Nair M.T., Sub Divisional Engineer, 
BSNL, Kunnamangalam. 

Exhibits for the Workman 

W1 — Photocopy of Casual Mazdoor Card. 

W2 — Photocopy of the work details. 

W3 — Photocopy of Order No. LC-III/152/OP No. 

19753/2003 dated 30.09.2003 of the Chief 
General Manager, Telecom, BSNL, Kerala 
Circle, Trivandrum-3 3. 

W4 — Photocopy of the Judgment dated 06.07.2007 
in WP(C) 35782 of 2005(1). 
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W-5 — Photocopy of the counter reply statement filed 

by C. Raj ag opal an, Assistant General Manager 
(Administration), O/o. the Principal General 
Manager Telecom. 

Exhibits for the Management 

M1 — Photocopy of the Official Memorandum dated 

30.09.2000 of Ministry of Communications, 
Department of Telecommunication Services 
and the certificate of incorporation dated 
15.09.2000 issued by the Registrar of 
Companies. 

M2 — Photocopy of letter No. 270-6/84-STN dated 
22.06.1988 of DOT. 

M3 — Photocopy of the rules regarding the 
destruction of accounts records. 

M4 — Photocopy of Appendix-3 in Part-I, Vol. Ill of 
the of Posts and Telegraphs Financial 
Handbook. 

M5 — Photocopy of Chapter XI in Vol. 1 of Swamy's 
Compilation of Posts & Telegraphs Financial 
Handbook. 

D. SREEVALLABHAN, Presiding Officer. 

M fterft, 29 44«fC, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3749.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 83/2011) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Memories from the Future Light 
Fertile Windmill and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 29.11.2011. 

[No. L-42011/81/2010-IR(DU)J 
JOHN TOPNO, Under Secretary 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECT2VTRALCX)VJatNME^ 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 18th November, 2011 
Present: A.N. Janardanan 
Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 83/2011 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Memories from the Future of Light (a 
unit of Artisana Trust) and their Workman] 

BETWEEN 

Sri R. Sivakumar 1 st Party/Petitioner 

Vs. 

A Unit of Artisana Trust 2nd Party/Respondent 

M/s Memories from the 

Future of Light 

Fertile Windmill 

Auroville-605101 

Pondicherry 

APPEARANCE: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner : M/s V. Ajoy Khose, 

Advocates 

For the 2nd Party/Management : Set Ex-parte 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-42011/81/2010-1R(DU), dated 08.09.2011 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s Memories from the Future of Light (A unit of 
Artisana Trust), Auroviile, Pondicherry, in 
terminating the services of Sri R. Sivakumar w.e.f 
07.11.2003, is legal and justified? What relief (he 
workman is entitled to?’’ 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 83/2011 and issued notices to both 
sides. Petitioner entered appearance. The Respondent 
though served with notice of intimation of the registered 
notice addressed to him did not claim it and the same was 
returned unclaimed and has not turned up. Eventually it 
has been called absent and set ex-parte. 

3. Petitioner filed Claim Statement, the averments of 
which briefly read as follows: 

The Auroviile founded by the Mother as International 
Cultural Township in 1968 later taken over by the 
Government of India was vested with Auroviile Foundation 


P-1 1- 
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for administration having various units including 
M/s Memories from the Future of Light (a unit ofArtisana 
Trust), Auroville, Pondicherry. The unit is involved in the 
manufacture and sate of ornaments, gems and stones in 
gold and silver The petitioner with Plus Two educational 
qualification joined the Management as a Goldsmith in 
March 2000 with a previous experience of 12 years. He was 
initially paid @ Rs. 125/- per day with an increase to 
Rs. 138/- per day later. He had also been given PF coverage. 
His juniors viz. S/Sri Suresh, Seenu, Subramani and 
Murugesan were paid @ Rs. 150/- per day apart from 
Rs. 30/- per day as T. A. Petitioner made a request for on par 
treatment with them which was not to the like of the 
Management On 07.11.2003 he was told not to come for 
work without any reason. The denial of employment is due 
to his request for on par treatment with his juniors. He sent 
complaints and legal notice to the authorities for 
reinstatement which were not replied even. When the ID 
was raised the Management in the annexure to their remarks 
endorsed a complaint making false, untrue and trumped up 
allegations against the petitioner which he denied in a 
rejoinder as being levelled by the Management to justify 
their illegal and unjust termination. Conciliation having failed 
in a failure report the reference is occasioned. The 
termination is malafide , vindictive and is illegal. No Memo 
or Charge memo was issued to the petitioner prior to his 
termination nor an enquiry was held to prove the allegations. 
The allegations cannot form basis for the termination. 
Termination is against natural justice. Termination is 
retrenchment under Section 2 of the ID Act. Pre-conditions 
under Section 25(F) of ID Act had not been followed. He 
had put in more than 240 days of service in each year for 
whole 3 years. There is no offer to pay legal dues by the 
Management. There is violation of the conditions of Section- 
25(F) of the ID Act. Termination is abinitio vo/c/and nonest 
in the eye of law. It is again violative of Section 25(G) and 
25(H) of the ID Act. New persons have thereafter been 
appointed which shows existence and availability of work. 
It is contrary to Section 25(H) of the ID Act. He has been 
suffering without employment after termination. Thus the 
claim for reinstatement with all benefits. 

4. No Counter Statement is forcoming since the 
Respondent has chosen to remain ex-parte. 

5. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the termination of the services of the 
petitioner w.e.f. 07.11.2003 is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is entitled? 

5. The evidence consists of the testimony of WW1 
and Ex.W 1 to Ex. W18 on the petitioner's side. No evidence 
has been adduced on the Respondent's side who is 
ex-parte. 

Points (i) & (ii) 


6. Heard Petitioner's counsel, Persued die records, 
documents and evidence of the petitioner by way of Proof 
Affidavit in lieu of Chief Examination with no cross- 
examination at the instance of ex-parte Respondent 

7. Petitioner’s claims stand proved by sworn affidavit 
and Ex.Wl to Ex.W 18 which go to show that contentions 
in the pleadings on the basis of which he has sought to be 
reinstated into service. His termination without issuing 
notice, memo of charge or holding a enquiry is violative of 
Section 25(F) of the ID Act and principles of natural justice. 
It is not valid. He is not terminated for any valid or genuine 
reason disclosed. The termination is illegal and 
discriminatory. His junior has been provided with higher 
wages which is discriminatory, challenge of which 
dissuaded Respondent to terminate him, as he testified. 
This is enough for prima facie satisfaction for elevating 
the case of the petitioner to the realm of being proved in 
the absence of the same being controverted by the other 
side with the required efficacy by opting to shun this forum. 
There has not been payment of notice pay or compensation 
at the time of termination. The offer to pay without any 
proved payment cannot amount to due compliance of the 
conditions. The action of the 2nd Party appears to be 
vindictive. The termination is illegal, unjust and is nonest 
in the eye of law. Petitioner has been proved to be without 
employment after termination w.e.f. 07.11.2003. 

8. Considering all these aspects, standing not 
rebutted, though allegations have been raised by the 
Respondent against the petitioner before the conciliation 
proceedings, but which have been denied by the petitioner 
imposing burden to prove the same especially on the 
Respondent failure of which is fatal to the Respondent. 
The petitioner is entitled to some of the reliefs prayed for. 
Therefore he is ordered to be given reinstatement with 
continuity of service and all other attendant benefits 
without back wages from date of termination but with 
litigation expenses of Rs. 5000/-. 

9. Reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 18th November, 2011) 

A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner WW1, Shri R. Sivakumar 

For the 2nd Party/Managemenl None 

Documents Marked: 

On the petitioner's side 

Ex.No. Date Description 

Ex W1 02 07 200! 2nd Party issued certificate to the 1st Party 

Ex W2 — Annual PF Subscription account slip for 

the year 2002-2003 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 


Ex. W3 

18.11.2003 

Letter from the 1st Party to Auroville 
Signatory Officer Auroville Foundation 

Ex.W4 

18.11.2003 

Letter from the 1st Party to Auroville 
Working Committee Auroville Foundations 

Ex.WS 

18.11.2003 

Representations made by the 1st Party the 
Labour Officer (Conciliation) 

Ex.W6 

18.11 2003 

Legal notice sent by the 1st Party to Mr. 
Vijay Prop M/s Memories from the Future 
of Light, Fertile Wind Mil!, Auroville- 
605101 

Ex. W7 

10.12.2003 

Dispute raised before Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) by the 
1st Party 

Ex W8 

12.12.2003 

Remarks filed by the 2nd Party before 
Labour Officer (Conciliation) 

Ex.W9 

21 03.2006 

Rejoinder filed by the 1st Party to the 
remarks of the 2nd Party 

Ex.WlO 

16.01.2004 
04.12 2007 

Letter from the Assistant Commissioner 
of Labour (Central) to the 1st Party 

Ex.Wll 

19.03.2009 

Letter from the 1st Party to Chief Labour 
Commissioner (RLC) Chennai-6 

Ex.W12 

27.07.2009 

Letter from the Assistant Commissioner 
of Labour (Central) to the 1st Party 

Ex. W13 

01.09 2009 

Notice issued by the Assistant 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) for 
conciliation meeting on 01.09.2009 

EX.WI4 

07 09.2009 

Failure report given and forwarded by the 
ACL Secretary to Govt. Ministry of Labour 
and Employment, New Delhi 

Ex. W15 

01.12.2009 

Letter from Assistant Commissioner of 
Labour (Central) forwarding his failure 
report to the 1st Party 

Ex.W16 

24.11.2010 

Letter from the 1st party to the Secretary 
to Government of India, New Delhi 

Ex. W17 

26.05.201 1 

Letter from the 1 st Party to the Secretary 
to Government of India, New Delhi 

Ex.Wl 8 

08.09.2011 

Order referring the dispute for adjudication 
by the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour 

On the Management's side 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 


Nil 



M 29 WSR, 2011 

Wff 6 3750.—Slfafrm, 1947 
(1947 ^>T 14) m 17 ^ ^ 

fafals ^ WTcR ■% ^5 
3?fc -3^ ^ t) 

3 <stWrf*TdF ^>-1 

^ W C?M 73^1 36/2005), ^ H4nf?ra -9F# fc, 
29/11/2011 3IP<T JSTT *JT I 

[R° 4^-20012/207/2004-3T^ 3TTT(tf-I)] 

sftPrara im, 


S.O. 3750.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 36/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-1, DHANBAD, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. B.C.C. Ltd., and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on29/11/20II. 

[No. L-20012/207/2004-IR(C-I)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference LT/S. 10( 1 )(d)(2 A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 36 of2005. 

PARTIES : Employers in relation to the management of 
Kusunda Area of M/s. B.C.C. Ltd. 

And 

Their workmen. 

PRESENT Shri H.M. Singh, 

Presiding Officer. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers ; Shri U.N. Lai, Advocate. 

For the Workman Shri M.N. Rewani, Advocate. 
State : Jharkhand. Industry: Coal. 

Dated, the 22.11.2011. 

AWARD 

By Order No.L-20012/207/2004-1.R.(C-I), dated 
24.3.2005 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-sec (1) and sub-sec.(2A) of Sec. 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

"Whether the demand of Bihar Colliery Kamgar Union 
from the management of M/s. BCCL, Kusunda Area 
in denying to regularise Shri Shreechand Prasad as 
Instructor is justified? If so, to what relief is the 
workman entitled and from what date?" 

2. The case of the concerned workman is that he was 
appointed in the post of Helper Trainee (Fitter) in category-I 
and he joined in North Amlabad Project on 08-02-1990. The 
post of Helper Trainee (Fitter) was upgraded to the post of 
Helper Fitter in Category-II w.e.f. 8-2-1991. 


i 
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The Dy. Chief Personnel Manager (MP&R) had 
written to the Chief General Manager (E&M), Koyla 
B ha wan, Dhanbad about the urgent need of Instructor for 
U/G Mechanical & Demonstrators in HRD Department for 
their training Institute at Kalyan Bhawan. The C.GM. (E&M) 
by their office order dated 22/27-03-1991 called for 
applications for Instructors & Demonstrators. Accordingly, 
the concerned workman applied on the basis of I.T.I. 
Certificate to C.GM. (E&M), Koyla Bhawan for the post. 
An interview letter was issued to him on 18-3-1992 and he 
was interviewed on 25.3.92 and selected but he was 
transferred to HRD department in his existing capacity by 
office order dated 22/24-10-1992 and he was continuing to 
work at Amlabad Project in the capacity of Fitter Helper 
from 8.2.91. But in the meantime GM. (HRD) vide his 
representation dated 13.1.93 to the Project Officer, Amlabad 
Project in pursuance of the letter of D.C.:,M. (MP&R) vide 
letter dated 30.1.92 requested to transfer him to EMT1, 
Dhansar for training the trainees. The concerned workman 
filed a writ petition before the Hon'ble High Court vide 
C W JC No. 1752 of 1994(R) in which order passed on 27-10-94 
observing "Having regard to the facts and circumstances 
of the case, we direct the respondents to conclude the 
departmental proceeding in terms of the charge-sheet dated 
20.9.93 as contained in Annexure-1 within 3 weeks from the 
date of receipt/production of a copy of this order. If the 
charge is not substantiated during the departmental 
proceeding in that event the petitioner shall be relieved so 
that he can join the new post as prayed for". After getting 
specific direction the workman was released vide order 
dated 18.11.94 issued by the Project Officer, Amlabad 
Project. Thereafter he reported for duty to the GM(HRD) 
BCCL on 19.11.94. The GM(HRD) vide order dated 19-12-94 
directed him to report for duty to the GM., Kusunda Area 
for further deployment at Experimental-cum-Training mine 
at Godhur. The Area Personnel Manager, Kusunda Area 
posted him at Area Training Centre of Kusunda Area vide 
his letter dated 13.1.95 mentioning therein the urgent need 
at Area Training Centre. (VTC). On the demand of the union 
the then APM, Kusunda Area vide his letter dated 20.11.95 
requested the Area Training Office, Kusunda Area to give 
the details regarding nature of job being done by the 
concerned workman alongwith others. In reply the Training 
Officer of Kusunda Area gave the desired information dated 
9/12-8-96 indicating therein that Shri S.C. Prasad's present 
designation is Fitter Helper but working as a Mechanical 
Instructor in Kusunda VTC since 14.1.95 to till date. At 
present his Category is II since 8.2.91. His total attendance 
is 323 from date of joining in VTC i.e. 13.1.95. As per 
prevailing norms of the company for regularisation in a 
grade or designation 240 days attendance in a calendar 
year is required. It has been stated that one Uma Shankar 
Ram has been appointed as Instructor in T&S Gr. B. vide 
appointment letter dated 16/20-4-86. 

Under the facts and circumstances stated above, it 
has been prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased to 


pass an award by directing the management to regularise 
the concerned workman as Instructor in T&S Grade-B w.e.f. 

14.1.1995 with difference of wages. 

3. The case of the management is that the Human 
Resource Department of Kalyan Bhawan vide Notification 
dated 27.3.1991 had invited applications for the post of 
Instructor. Due to non-requirement no step was taken by 
the said department in the above matter. The industrial 
dispute had been raised by the Union after 12 years of the 
said Notification which is not tenable. Moreover, the 
management does not have requirement for the aforesaid 
post as per record. Shri S.C. Prasad is designated as Fitter 
Helper. He would get the growth opportunity as per the 
Grade to which he belongs. There is no such Cadre Scheme 
in vogue in the Company. The concerned workman is at 
present posted at Area Control Room. He has no grievance 
about his job as it seems. In view of the above and as per 
the L.O.P. there is no merit in the claim. The demand for 
regularisation without requirement cannot be considered. 
Rather such demand is unfair, not reasonable and should 
be dismissed. 

It has been prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass an award holding that the regularisation of 
the concerned workman as Instructor is not justified and 
he is not entitled to get any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other's written statement. 

5. The management has produced MW-1, Dhanus 
Dhari Pandit and proved documents as Exts. M-l to M-3. 

The concerned workman has produced himself as 
WW-1, Srichand Prasad and proved documents as Exts. 
W-l and W-2. 

6. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that he is performing the job of 
Mechanical Instructor and he is giving training to the 
workers of the company as per direction of the management 
at Area Training Centre from time to time. 

7. In this respect the management argued that lucre 
is no post of Mechanical Instructor, so he could not be 
appointed in the post and also argued that he is helper and 
he has been appointed as helper. 

8. In this respect as per order dated 2/4-8-86 which 
shows that the management vide office order instructed 
the concerned workman and posted him to Training 
Institute Dhansar and as per Hon'ble High Court in 
CWJC173 of 1997(R) Annexure 5 it has been shown that 
the concerned workman has been working as a Mechanical 
Instructor under the respondents since 14.1.1995 and on 
the application ofthe concerned workman dated 10.6.95 it 
has been written by the Principal Officer, Training Institute, 
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Kusunda regarding the concerned workman that he is 
excellent worker and assigned work given to him from time 
to time during his tenure of service there. He is disciplined 
and he got aptitude and on the application of the concerned 
workman dated 9.8.95 to the Officer Incharge, Training 
Institute, Kusunda who has written that there is no 
Mechanical Instructor here at Kusunda VTC and there is a 
requirement. This has been written by Incharge of Training 
Institute, VTC. This shows that there is post of Mechanical 
Instructor which vacant and the concerned workman has 
got training as per certificate submitted by him dated 
1.9.1987. 

9. The management has considered representation 
of the concerned workman dated 8.10.97 and passed order 
dated 10/13-11-97 rejecting the petition of the concerned 
workman for regularising him to the post and indicated 
that there is no post. But this representation shows that it 
has been wrongly rejected when the management's 
Incharge of Training Institute has written on 29.8.95 that 
there is no Mechanical Instructor here at Kusunda VTC 
and there is a requirement. It shows that there is a 
requirement of Mechanical Instructor which is vacant. 

10. Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
management is that as per Ext. M-3 the concerned workman's 
petition has been dismissed by the Hon'ble High Court. 
This order which has been filed by the management shows 
that it contains only one page, detailed order passed by 
the Hon'ble High Court of which second page has not 
been filed by the management. This may show on which 
ground the petition has been rejected. Another letter of the 
management dated 22.3.1991 shows that the Dy. C.P.M. 
had written this letter to Kalyan Bhawan regarding urgent 
need of Mechanical Instructor. It shows that there is post 
of Mechanical Instructor for which the management illegally 
denied that there is no post of Mechanical Instructor on 
which basis the representation of the concerned workman 
was rejected. As per office order of the management dated 
12.1.93 the concerned workman has been directed by the 
management to give training to E.M.T.I., Dhansar. This 
document falsifies the management’s action rejecting the 
representation of the concerned workman for regularising 
him as Mechanical Instructor and as per order of the 
management dated 13.1.93 he was transferred to join 
Training Institute for giving training. As per office order 
dated 7 .6.95 by General Manager the concerned workman 
has been relieved for VTC, Kusunda for joining the post of 
Mechanical Instructor. As per certificate issued by Group 
Training Officer, Kusunda Area, VTC dated 25.1.96, the 
concerned workman has been appreciated as excellent 
Mechanical Instructor and he was assigned work given tc 
him time to time from 16.1! .95 and still continuing. This 
also shows that he is working as Mechanical instructor 
and has given his good performance to the management 
and as per document. Ext. W-l the management has by 
fetter dated 9.1.96 requested to the Area Personnel Manager 


by Group Training Officer, VTC that the concerned 
workman is working as Mechanical Instructor from 14.1.95 
till date. His total attendance is 323 from days from date of 
joining in VTC i.e. 13.1.95. This document shows dial the 
management illegally and falsely stated that there is no 
post of Mechanical Instructor. All these documents show 
that he was transferred for giving training and he has been 
posted as Mechanical Instructor at VTC Training Centre, 
Dhansar and there is also requirement of Mechanical 
Instructor and his job at VTC was appreciated by the 
Incharge of VTC Training Centre who has given certificate 
for his excellent work by the concerned workman for doing 
the work of Mechanical Instructor. He was released for 
giving VTC as Mechanical Instructor. 

11. All these show that the management does not 
want to work fairly to the concerned workman. 

12. In this respect management's witness, MW-1 
stated in cross-examination at page 4 that as per circular 
the concerned workman submitted application on 14.8.91. 
The concerned workman was asked to appear for the post 
of Instructor as per circular mentioned above. In the letter 
dated 16/30-6-86 there is requirement for the post of 
Instructor, (Ext. W-1). At EMTI, Dhansar the work of training 
is done. I do not know if the concerned workman had worked 
at HRD, EMTI from time to time. I do not know if the 
concerned workman was posted at Amlabad colliery. I do 
not know if the concerned workman was posted at Amlabad 
and at that time GM, HRD asked to P.O., Amlabad for 
releasing the concerned workman for training the trainees 
at EMTI, Dhansar. He has admitted letter dated 12.1.83, Ext. 
W-2. 

13. Considering the above facts and circumstances 
it shows that as per documents of the management there is 
post of Mechanical Instructor at VTC, Kusunda. The 
concerned workman was released for giving training and 
he is working as Mechanical Instructor. The Incharge of 
the Institute has given excellent remark regarding his work. 
He was transferred and released to give training to'the 
trainees by the management's order. So, he is entitled for 
regularisation as Mechanical Instructor which post is of 
Grade 'B' w.e.f. 14-1-1995 with difference of wages. 

14. In the result, I hold that the demand of Bihar 
Colliery Kamgar Union from the management of M/s. BCCL, 
Kusunda Area in denying to regularise Sri Shreechand 
Prasad as Instructor is justified. Hence, the concerned 
workman is entitled for regularisation as Instructor which 
post is of Technical Grade ’B' w.e.f. 14-1-1995 with difference 
of wages and other consequential benefits. The 
management is directed to implement the award within 30 
days from the date of publication of the award. 

This is my Award. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3751.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 108/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal^ 
cum-Laboor Court-1, DHANBAD, as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s. BCCL, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29/11/2011. 

[No. L-20012/135/2002-IR(C-I)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/S. 10(lXdX2A)of LD. Act. 

Reference No. 108 of2002 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management of 
Moonidih Coal Washery of Western Washery 
Zone of M/C. B.C.C. Ltd. 

AND 

Their Workmen 

PRESENT : Shri H.M. Singh, 

Presiding Officer. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate. 

For the Workman Shri S.C. Gour, Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand. Industry : Coal. 

Dated, the 21.11.2011 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/135/2002-1 R(C-i), dated 
7.10.2002 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-sec. (1) and sub-sec. (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 


Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

"Whether the reduction of Sri Basdeo Mahato from 
Hard Coke Trammer Category-Ill to Category-1 on 
transfer to alternative job from Simlabahal Colliery to 
Moonidih Washery is legal, proper and justified? If 
not, to what relief is the concerned workman 
entitled?” 

2. The case of the concerned workman is that he was 
a permanent employee of BCCL and was originally deputed 
to perform his duty at Simlabahal Colliery of Kustore Area 
as a Hard Coke Trammer of Category-111 wages but thereafter 
he was transferred to SSF, Plant Muraidih in an alternative 
job, as it was suitable for him, he requested the management 
to transfer him to a suitable place. Management considered 
his request and deputed to work him an alternative job of 
category-! wages at Moonidih Coal Washery but the 
concerned workman was originally employed as a Hard 
Coke Trammer and was being paid wages of Category-Ill 
which has been affected by causing prejudicial change to 
his wages which is quite illegal and unfair. Para 23.1 of the 
Certified Standing Orders of BCCL provided that employees 
may be transferred from the Coal Mine to another or one 
Department to other provided the pay grade and condition 
of services are not adversely affected by such transfer. 
The conciliation proceeding was ended in failure and the 
matter has been referred to this Hon'bie Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

It has been prayed that this Hon'bie be pleased to 
pass an award in favour of the workman by holding that 
the action of the management is illegal and the concerned 
workman is entitled to receive the wages of Category-IU 
from the date of joining his duty w.e.f. 12.7.99. 

3. The case of the management is that the concerned 
workman was working as a Hard Coke Trammer at 
Simlabahal Colliery' of Kustore Area as a piece-rated worker. 
He was transferred to S.S.F. Plant, Muraidih under Barora 
Area. But instead of joining on transfer post he started 
absenting from his duty. He applied before the management 
for modification of the transfer order issued by the 
management. He submitted that the job entrusted to him is 
very hard and he is unable to perform the said job. 
Accordingly, the Chief Personnel Manager, Man Power & 
Recruitment, considered his request and modified the 
transfer order and transferred him to Moonidih Washery 
under Western Washery Zone to work as general mazdoor 
Category-1. He joined Moonidih Washery as per the order 
of the management to w-ork as a genera! mazdoor category-I. 
He accepted the terms and conditions of his transfer order. 
He has not raised any objection for pretty long time. But all 
of a sudden after lapse of several years, the sponsoring 
union raised the present dispute. The demand of the union 
is neither legal nor justified. 
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It has been prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal be 
pleased to hold that the action of the management is legal 
and justified and the concerned workman is not entitled to 
any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying some of the contents of 
each other’s written statement. 

5. The management has produced MW-1, Mod Kumar 
Singh, who has proved documents as Exts. M-l to M-6. 

The concerned workman has produced himself as 
WW-1, Basudeo Mahato, and proved documents as Ext. 
W-l and W-2. 

6. It has been argued on behalf of the concerned 
workman that he had been transferred from Hard Coke 
Trammer of Category-Ill to Moonidih Coal Washery on a 
suitable postofCategory-I mazdoor which is illegal because 
no notice has been given under Sec-9-A of the l.D. Act. 

In this respect the management's witness MW-1, Moti 
Kumar Singh's statement is very much material, who stated 
in cross-examination that I cannot say if any notice was 
issued under Sec. 9A. Ext. M-1 is for gratuity in Form 'F. In 
service excerpt category is not mentioned but general 
mazdoor has been mentioned. He (concerned workman) 
came on transferred from Simlabahal Colliery. He was getting 
wages of trammer. I have got no paper to show that the 
concerned workman be given Category-1, Order has been 
issued by Headquarter. But the concerned workman as per 
wage slip Exts. W-l and W-2, he was getting Rs. 6186.00 
from 21 September to 20 October, 1998 but on December, 
2001 he got Rs. 3901.00. 

7. it has been argued on behalf of the management 
that the concerned workman was offered to Category-1 as 
per Ext. M-3, but no application has been made by the 
concerned workman. 

In this respect the workman referred Sec. 9 A of the 
l.D. Act, 1947-which laid down — 

"9-A. Notice of charge — No employer, who proposes 
to effect any change in the conditions of service 
applicable to any workmen in respect of any matter 
specified in the Fourth Schedule, shall effect such 
change— 

(a) without giving to the workmen likely be affected 
by such change a notice in the prescribed manner of 
the nature of the change proposed to be effected; or 

(b) within twenty-one days of giving such notice: 
Provided that no notice shall be required for effecting 
any such change — 


(b) where the workmen likely to be affected by the 
change are persons to whom the Fundamental and 
Supplementary Rules, Civil Services (Classification, 
Control and Appeal) Rules, Civil Services (Temporary 
Service) Rules, Revised Leave Rules, Civil Service 
Regulations, Civilians in Defence Services 
(Classification, Control and Appeal) Rules or the 
Indian Railway Establishment Code or any other rules 
or regulations that may be notified in his behalf by 
the appropriate Government in the official Gazette, 
apply. 

8. Considering the above facts and circumstances 1 
hold that the reduction of Sri Basdeo Mahato from Hard 
Coke Trammer Category-111 to Category-1 on transfer to 
alternative job from Simbahal Colliery to Moonidih Washery 
is not legal, proper and justified. Accordingly, the concerned 
workman is entitled to receive the wages of Category-111 
from the date of joining his duty w.e.f. 12.7.99. Management 
is directed to implement the award within 30 days from the 
date of publication of the award. 

This is my Award. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer. 

^ 29 20 H 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3752.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. !\o. 98/1996) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-2, Dll A IS BA D, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. BCCL, and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 29'11/201 i. 

[No. L-20012/82/1994-)R(C-J)] 
D.S.S, SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFDRETHECENTRALGOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRlALTWBUNAL(No.2)ATDHANBAD 


(a) where the change is effected in pursuance of 
any (settlement or award), or 
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PRESENT 

SHRIKISHOR1 RAM, 

Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under 
Section 10(l)(d)oftheI.D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 98 OF 1996 

Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management of Balgora Area, 
BCCL and their workmen. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the workmen : N one 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. D.K, Verma, Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 22nd Nov., 2011. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1 )(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012(82)/94-I.R. (C-I), dated, the 6/9.8.96. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the demand of the Union that S/Sh. Uday 
Kumar Chatterjee and 35 others (as per list enclosed) 
working in Kustore Shramik Sangh Samiti at 
Burrugarh Colliery of M/s. BCCL were actually the 
workmen of the principal employer is legal and 
justified? If so, to what relief are these workmen 
entitled and from which date?" 

2. The case of the sponsoring Union for workmen 
Uday Kumar Chatterjee and 35 others (as per list enclosed) 
is that they have spotlessly been working in the 
underground of the mines at Burrugarh Colliery since long 
after their engagement in the job of perrenial nature such 
as loading into tub after blasting the stone face, line packing, 
coal loading, tyndal job, as helper to the Pump Operator, 
Fitter, conveyor belt erection, Timber and line helper, cable 
lowering and spreading, tramming, oiling of the road header 
as per direction and authorisation of and under supervision 
of the Management as per Mines Act, Rules and 
Regulations. All the implements for performance of the job 
are being supplied by the Management. They have been 
serving and producing goods for the benefit of the colliery 
management. As per the wage Board Recommendation, 
the statutory force, implemented by the Management, the 
workmen are legally entitled to Category I wages at least 
just as per the N.C.W.A. But the Management has been 
paying them their wages below the rate ofN.C.W.A. on the 
ground as the employees of the co-operative, to which 


they protested and insisted for payment of wages for the 
category 1 as per N.C.W.A. with all other consequential 
benefits. The Management got annoyed with their such 
repeated insistences, and began to harass them. So the 
Union on their behalf raised the Industrial dispute before 
the ALC(C) Dhanbad, on 29.9.92 for their regularisation. 
Unfortunately, the management terrified and stopped them 
from their-work by terminating their services from Dec,, 
1992 during the conciliation proceeding; thus the 
Management changed their service condition by stopping 
them from service from the said period. The adament attitude 
and reply of the Management pleading towards the 
workmen as the employees of the co-operative society 
resulted in failure of the conciliation proceeding, hence the 
reference for adjudication. The demand of the workmen for 
treating them as the actual workman of the principal 
employer of M/s. BCCL is legal and justified whereas the 
action of the Management in not regularising them with 
Category I wages was illegal, arbitrary unjustified and 
against the principle of natural justice. 

3. Specifically denying the allegations of the 
Management, it has been pleaded in rejoinder in behalf of 
the workmen that they were engaged by the Management 
in permanent job of prohibited nature. In fact, the reference 
of the dispute was refused but was allowed by the Ministry 
as per the direction of the Hon'ble High Court Division 
Bench. It is endicent to submit the alleged profit amount 
was allegedly used to be distributed amongst all the 
members of the alleged co-operative society. 

4. Whereas accordingly denying the aforesaid 
allegations of the workmen, the case of the Management is 
that the reference is not maintainable as no employer- 
employee relationship ever existed between the 
management and these persons. They through the Union 
concerned represented that they were the members of the 
co-operative society named Kustore Shramik Sahayog 
Samiti under its Registration No. 30 Dhanbad, 1988. The 
Union raised the case before the ALC(C) Dhanbad, by its 
letter dt. 29.9.92 that the workman worked at Burrugarh 
Colliery from January, 1991 on various jobs as contractor 
workers on the basts of the work orders issued to the 
aforesaid society. It also aserted the jobs of permanent 
nature were executed by the persons through the contractor 
i. e. the co-operative society, they should be deemed to be 
the employees of the principal employer, so they claimed 
for regularised. But the demand of the Union was not based 
on proper materials. The management represented before 
the ALC(C) that these persons had worked at Burrugarh 
Colliery on the contracts awarded to the aforesaid society. 
The Management never awarded any contract to the 
society on any job of permanent nature or any job 
prohibited under Sec. 10 of the Contract Labour Regulation 
and Abolition Act, 1970. The Central Government as per its 
Notification No. L-20012(82)/94-lR(Coal-I) dated 3.4.95 
earlier refused to refer the dispute, but it was referred for 
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adjudication with a view to give opportunity to the Union 
to establish the genuinity of its claim according to the 
L.P.A. No. 279/1995 (R) after the dismissal of its Writ Petition 
C.W.J.C. No. 1293/1995 (R). The demand of the Union for 
their regularisation is incorrect, as these persons were/are 
members of a Co-operative Society and are governed by 
the provisions of the Bihar and Orissa Co-operative Society 
Act, 1935 and its Rules, under which the society functioning 
under its Secretary Ramashis Paswan was awarded the 
contract by the Management concerned for various 
miscellaneous jobs such installation of a pump, haulage, 
dismantle of machineries (on surface) and drilling, blasting 
shot firing, mucking, cleaning, dressing etc. and incidental 
to drivage for cross over in exigency of geological 
disturbances for which the Secretary was empowered to 
seiect, recruit and deploy the workmen according to their 
capability as undertaken by them, to supervise their duties, 
and after completion of the jobs, to submit the bills to the 
Management, and to make payment to the workers engaged 
by him. The profit amount on execution of such jobs 
undertaken by the co-operative society strictly in 
accordance with the said Act as well as aforesaid 
Notification U/S. 10 thereof was distributed amongst all 
the members of the co-operative society, as the concerned 
persons were entitled to get the profit from such contract 
works. 

5. Further is alleged that some of the members of the 
society on the contract job as unskilled workers as helpers 
to the skilled one recruited by it, and they earn their wages 
as agreed rate paid by, the Society on contract jobs. The 
formations and registration of the co-operative societies 
of workers in furtherance of the Government policy was 
encouraged by the District Administration for the persons 
interested for working as contract workers on the contract 
from die Government and Public Sector Undertaking so as 
to be free from exploitation by capitalist contractor, and to 
get their profit divided amongst the members of the society. 
So the Management of M/s, BCCL became a party to the 
Govt, policy in awarding contractors to the co-operative 
Societies at various places. No provision of the Co¬ 
operative Societies Act, its Rules or Bye-laws provides for 
treating the memebrs of the co-operative society as 
employees of the Government or the Public Sector 
Undertaking for the contract work. The members of the 
said society are share holders of it, but its workmen. If they 
executive a job by themselves being employers, they can 
not demand to be considered as workmen of the principal 
employ er. All die members of the said society never worked 
on any contract, rather few of them worked themselves 
with specialised workers under the employment of the co¬ 
operative Society according to requirement, all its members 
cannot assert themselves to be die workmen engaged in all 
the contract jobs awarded to the co-operative society. 
Moreover, according to the various payments made to the 
co-operative Society by the Burragarh Colliery during the 


different financial year, about 40 to 50,000/- rupees were 
paid to it and considering minimum wages of Rs. 1500/- per 
month, 30 workmen could hardly work for 30 days in a year, 
or even in case of 36 workmen. Therefore, the possibility 
of providing them regular jobs on contract jobs is purely 
imaginary. Thus, the demand of the Union for their 
regularisation is false, baseless as well as absurd. 

6. The Management in its rejoinder has pleaded that 
as per the provision of the Mines Act, the managerial and 
competent supervisory personnel of the Management have 
the liability to inspect the site in the mine for safety to the 
engagement of workers either directly the Management or 
through the contractors. But the said personnel of the 
Management neither supervise the work of contractor 
workers nor exercise control over them. It is the 
responsibility of the Principal employer to ensure safe 
working place for the contractor workers even on surface 
workers. The job of stone cutting while crushing over any 
geological disturbance includes stone cutting, blasting 
loading etc. and packing also and in that process all 
materials coming are removed and transported through 
tubs. Such work in the drivage or installation of any 
machineries, pumps or tram line conveyance etc., if the 
duration of the drivage is iess than six months, amd likely 
to last one to ten days respectively-all the works are 
temporary, not permanent or perennial, and are not 
prohibitive to the engagement of Contract Labour. Such 
temporary works can be carried out by the contractor 
workers after the supplier supplies the machineries and 
plants, or the same made available at the stone or at the 
working place after their repair. The contractor is responsible 
for supply of all the implements for execution of the contract 
jobs. The persons working under the society get the wages 
as agreed between the society and workmen. The 
concerned persons merely get the profit for the 
shareholders of the co-operative soceity. Some of the 
members personally carried on the jobs, get the 
remumeration as the workmen, though not as workmen, It 
was for the co-operative society, to decide the rates of 
wages payable to its employed persons. 

FINDING WITH REASONS 

7. In this case, WW-I San jay Pandey, one of the 
workman in behalf of the union, and MW-1 Janakdeo 
Pandey, the Senior Personnel Officer, for the management 
have been examined. 

On the perusal of the oral and documentary evidence 
of the workman and the ora! evidence of the management 
available on the case record, the admitted facts are as 
under:— 

(i) These workmen have not got any appointment letter, 
C.M.P.F., Pay Slips or Identity Card from the 
management. They casually worked in the year 
1991-1992 as per their alleged Attendance sheets 
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(the copies thereof marked as Extt. W-1 and 2 series), 
and 

(ii) The company has its own permanent Miners 
and Loaders for cutting and loading coal in 
the underground and its own line men and their 
helpers. 

8. According to the statement of WW-1 Sanjay 
Pandey, one of the workmen, it is claimed on behalf of the 
workmen that they used to perform their duties in the 
underground such as making holes in the stones and coal, 
packing explosive, loading coal and stone into the tub after 
blasting in addition to their duties as Fitter Helper and 
Pump Helper and as Helper to the Line Mistry which were 
of permanent nature, under the supervision of the Officers 
of the management; they performed their duties with the 
tools supplied by the management in three shifts from 8 
A.M. to 4 P.M., and accordingly from 4 P.M. to 12 Midnight 
and thereafter from 12 Midnight to the next 8 A.M. under 
the supervision of the management, for more than 240 days 
in a year. In support of his claim, this witness (WW-1) has 
proved piece of paper under the signature of Manager 
Baskinath Sahay, B.K. Singh, Foreman, the list of workers 
and the nature of their job allotted under the signature of 
Devender Kumar, the First Manager and the Notesheets 
under the signature of Tarun Kumar Chatterjee, and 
Engineer as Extt. W-1, W-2 and W-3 series. He has stated 
that they were stopped from working from December, 1992, 
hence, they claim for reinstatement with full back wages, 
treating them as the employees of BCCL. Though the 
witness has claimed to have get slips for the implements 
supplied by the company during their duties, as well as 
Attendance Register, yet he did not file any such document 
to show theirs regular attendance. 

9. Whereas the statement of MW-1 Janakdeo Pandey 
as the Senior P.O. of Kustore Area of M/s. BCCL since 1987 
to 1992 is that since the management has permanent 
workmen at Burragrah Colliery for performing the job of 
stone cutters, coal cutter, carrying explosive as well as 
Fitter and Helpers; either the management or the Assistant 
Manager cannot engage any outsider for working in those 
capacity; the co-operative society known as Kustore 
Shramik Sangh Sahayog Samity registered under the Co¬ 
operative society used to engage workers for doing jobs 
on the basis of the work orders issued by the Agent to the 
Society and used to pay them their wages for their work 
and the bills for the payment of those workers of the co¬ 
operative society used to be prepared from the Colliery 
Office after checking their work but the workers of the 
society never served the colliery for contractual work 
continuously, so their claim of their attendance for 240 
days in a calendar year is false. The witness has also 
asserted that the attendance of the underground workers 
maintained in the Form C Register may be produced to 
show- the number of Attendance days of the concerned 


workmen, through he never saw any of them working in 
the underground. This wintess (MW-1) has flatly denied 
the alleged willfully withholding of the Form C by the 
management for the year 1990 to 1992. 

10. Despite ample opportunity to the Union 
concerned, it's authorised Lawyer did not turn up for 
argument but Mr. D.K. Verma, the Ld. Advocate for the 
management has submitted that as per the schedule the 
workmen are the employees of the Co-operative Society, 
Kustore Shramik Sangh Samity, so they cannot be the 
employees of die Management; as such their claim is not 
legal or justified. 

11. On the scrutiny of the documentary evidence as 
adduced on behalf of the Union/workmen 1 apparently find 
that none of the copies of the documents of Attendance 
Report nor any notesheet (Extt. W-1 and W-2 series) proves 
that the workmen had continuously worked for 240 days in 
a calendar year in 1991 or in 1992, rather each piece of the 
Ext. W-l series proves the casual requisition for always a 
few workmen by the concerned authority of their Kustore 
Shramik Sahayog Samity for temporary working such as 
transporting slipper, rollers, haulage, stringer, track, tyndal, 
hydraulic oil to be filled up, fitting hose pipe, operation of 
pump, tub lifting, belt conveyor installation, welding, 
winding engines, bolt tightening, surface transformer etc., 
which are purely of temporary nature just as the Notesheets 
(Ext. W-3 series) denote the same for miscellaneous jobs 
for pumping and production done by the Co-operative 
workers for the month of August, 1990 and the documents 
(photo copies of a few workmen—Ext. W-2 series) prove 
them as the workmen of aforesaid Co-operative Society 
who worked casually for the aforesaid job. 

12. On the consideration of the aforesaid facts I find 
and hold the demand of the Union that Shri Uday Kumar 
Chatterjee and 35 others (as per the list enclosed) working 
in Kustore Shramik Sangh Samity at Burragrah Colliery of 
M/s. BCCL as actual workmen ofthe principal employer is 
not only illegal and unjustified but also meritless, so the 
workmen are not entitled to any relief. 

K1SHOR1 RAM, Presiding Officer 
LIST OF WORKMEN 


NAME 

S/Sh. 

1. Uday Kuamar Chatterjee 
2 Kalo Prasad Yadav 

3. Ramkisum Paswan 

4. Gowri Shankar Yadav 

5. Radheshyam Tiwari 

6. Angat Tiwari 

7. Sanjay Paney 

8. Ganga Sankar Pandey 


FATER’S NAME 
S/Sh. 

Nandan Chatterjee 
Kashi Yadav 
Jalu Paswan 
Ganesh Yadav 
Guptashwar Tiwari 
Guptashwar Tiwari 
Radhakanta Yadav 
Shivchandra Fandey 
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9. 

Dhananjay Pandey 

Radhakanta Pandey 

10. 

Dharuwa Dee Bhakta 

Deo Nan dan Bhakta 

11. 

Harendra Bhakta 

Bhuwa Bhakta 

12. 

Chando Pandit 

Hari Pandit 

13. 

Krishna Yadav 

Shri Nath Yadav 

14. 

Ashok Kumar Rawani 

Giija Prasad Rawani 

15. 

Surendra Mandal 

Rambater Rawuth 

16. 

Jagdish Singh 

Bishnath Singh 

17. 

Panchu Paswan 

Labru Dusadh 

18. 

Aijun Mahto 

Tulshi Mahto 

19. 

Bhagan Yadav 

ChagurAhir 

20. 

Ramchandar 

Rampati Yadav 

21. 

Hara Ram Yadav 

Rampati Yadav 

22. 

Anup Kumar 

Nandan Chatterjee 

23. 

Upendra Yadav 

Misri Yadav 

24. 

Ramesh Prasad Yadav 

Tulshi Yadav 

25. 

Dilip Singh 

Bramhadev Singh 

26. 

BalishtarYadav 

Nand Kumar Yadav 

27. 

Suraj Mandal 

Ram Awatar Raught 

28. 

Sudama Gour 

Lutan Gour 

29. 

Ramsarup Yadav 

Bramhadev Yadav 

30. 

Naresh Yadav 

Luttu Yadav 

31. 

Naresh Kumar 

Kapil Mani Singh 

32. 

Satendra Singh 

Bhagwati Singh 

33. 

Pawan Singh 

Ram Prabash Singh 

34. 

Raghunath Ram 

Birain Ram 

35. 

Krishno Deo Prasad 

Dewkinandan Prasad 

36. 

Ramesh Ram 

Shri Guli Ram 


29 2011 
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New Delhi, 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3753.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. 278/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum~Labour Court~2, DHANBAD, as shown in the 


Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s, BCCL, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29/11/2011. 

[No. L-20012/408/2001-IR(C-I)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRlBUNAL(NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT 

SHRIKISHORI RAM 
Presiding Officer, 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under 
Section 10(lXd)oftheI.D.Act, 1947. 

REFRENCE NO. 278 OF 2001 

Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management of Madhuban 
Washery Zone of M/s. BCCL and their Workman. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the workman : Mr. N.C. Arun, 

Representative of the 
workman & Advocate. 

On behalf of the employers : U.N. Lai, Adv. 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 15th N<?v., 2011. 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1 )(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/408/2001 -I.R. (C-I), dated, the23rd October, 
2001. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether denial of regularisation of Shri N.P. Singh 
as Leading Inspector/Technical Supervisory Gr. B 
by the management of Madhuban Washery Zone of 
M/s. BCCL is legal, proper and justified? If not, to 
what relief is the concerned workman and from what 
date?” 

2. Mr. N.G. Arun, the Ld. Advocate for the workman 
is present, but Mr. R,N, Ganguly, the Ld. Advocate did not 
appear for the management. No witness for the evidence of 
the workman is present, though the aforesaid Ld. Advocate 
representative of the workman has submitted for the closure 
of the case on the ground that the workman is not interested 
to contest the suit/reference. 


lk«t 



['m 3(ii)] 


: tocaR 24,2011/^ 3, 1933 


9443 


3. From the perusal of the case record* I find that the 
present reference relates to the issue of denial to 
regularisation of workman N.P. Singh as Leading Inspector/ 
Technical Superviser Grade-B by the management of 
Madhuban Washery Zone of BCCL. The case has been 
pending for die evidence of workman since 11.2.2005. Since 
then several notices including registered notice dt. 2.5.02, 
4.2.03,15.10.07,21.10.10 were issued for his evidence, but 
till now not a single witness has been produced in support 
of his case. 

To-day Mr. U.N. Lai, the Ld. Advocate files an 
authority to represent the management. This is the eldest 
case, in which even after lapse of five years, no witness for 
the workman produced. So the conduct of the workman 
shows his disinterestedness to contest the case. Therefore, 
proceeding with the case under these circumstances of 
uncertainty is futile. Hence it is closed and accordingly the 
order is passed. 

K1SHOR1 RAM, Presiding Officer. 

29 2011 
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New Delhi, 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3754.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 265/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court-2, DHANBAD, as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s, BCCL, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29/11/2011. 

[No. L-20012/292/2001-1R(C-1)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECENTRALGOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIALTR1BUNAL(N0.2)ATDHANBAD 

PRESENT 

SHR1KISHOR1 RAM, 

Presiding Officer, 


In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(lXd)oftheI.D. Act, 1947 

REFRENCE NO. 265 OF 2001 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of Block II. Area 
of M/s. BCCL and their Workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman Mr. N.C. Arun, 

Representative of the 
workman. 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. D.K.Verma, Advocate. 
State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dbanbad, the 15th Nov., 2011. 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1 )(d) of the l.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/292/2001-1. R. (C-l), dated, 21.9.2001. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether non regularisation of Shri Davlal Pandit 
as explosive Magazine Clerk by the management is 
justified? If not, to what relief is the workman entitled 
and from what date?" 

2. Mr. N.G. Arun, representative of workman is 
present, and Mr. D.K. Verma, Ld. Advocate for the 
management is also present. No workman is present for his 
evidence, rather Mr. Arun, representative of the workman 
submits for the closure of the case on account of the fact 
that the workman has no interest to contest the case. 

3. Perused the case record. I find the case has been 
pending for the evidence of workman since 30.11 ?005, for 
which notices, registered one as well as show cause dt. 
18.2.08, 19.03.08, 11.10.10 have been issued, but till now 
not a single witness for evidence in behalf of the workman 
has been produced even to-day. 

4. The present reference relates to the issue about 
non-regularisation of workman Shri Davlal Pandit as 
Explosive Magazine Clerk by the Management. As Mr. N.C. 
Arun, the Ld. Representative Advocate for the workman 
has submitted for the closure of the case, 1 find the workman 
unwilling to contest the case. Hence, it is proper to close 
the case, as the proceeding for uncertainty is futile as well 
as wastage of time and energy of the Tribunal. Hence, the 
case is closed and accordingly order is passed. 

K1SHOR1 RAM. Presiding Officer. 


4488 Gl/11—22 
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New Delhi, 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 5755.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947, (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 67/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-1, DHANBAD, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industria' Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the managenk of M/s. BCCL, and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 29/11/2011. 

[No. L-20012/289/2002-IR(C-I)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 1% DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10( 1) (d) (2 A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

REFRENCE NO. 67 OF 2003 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of Joyrampur 
Colliery of M/s. BCC Ltd. and Their Workman. 

Present : Shri H.M. Singh, 

Presiding Officer. 


Appearances: 

For the Employers : 

Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate. 

For the Workman 

Shri S.C. Gour, 

Vice President, 

R.C.M.C, 

State: Jharkhand 

Industry: Coal 


Dated, the 23.11.2011. 


AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/289/2002-IR(C-I) dated 
16.7.2003, the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 


has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 


[Part 11—Sec. 3(ii)] 


sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

"Whether Project Officer, Joyrampur Colliery, BCCL 
is justified in not correcting the D.O.B. of Sri Dulli 
Mahato as 31.7.47 on the basis of Winding Engine 
1 st Class Certificate Examination? If not, to what relief 
is the workman entitled?" 

2. The case of the concerned workman is that he was 
appointed on 16.8.1971 by the erstwhile owner of Khas 
Joyrampur Colliery and posted at their Khas Joyrampur 
Colliery initially as a Miner Loader and thereafter in the 
time rated jobs. He passed Winding Engine, 2nd Class 
Certificate from Board of Mining Examination D.G.M.S, in 
the year 1987 vide no. 1262 and D.O.B. was recorded as 
31.7.1947 on its body and the management of Joyrampur 
colliery started taking job of winding engine operator 
thereafter. He passed winding engine 1st Class certificate 
of competency, issued by the Chairman of Board of Mining 
Examination under Mines Act, 1952 and Regulations 1957, 
vide no. 868 on 2.2.1992 by recording date of birth as 
31.7.1947, besides other details on its body. The 
management started taking job of winding Engine Driver 
by correcting D.O.B. in their records as 31.7.1947 on the 
basis of LI. No. 76 of JBCCI issued in the year 1988. The 
management corrected D.O.B. in the records of Identity 
Card. Thereafter, the concerned workman came to know 
from the office of the Agent/Dy. C.M.E. Joyrampur colliery 
in early January, 2001 that the management was 
contemplating to superannuate him prematurely w.e.f. 
j 1.7.2004. He represented before the management several 
times after January, 2001 to treat D.O.B. as 31.7.1947 as per 
1.1. No. 76 of JBCCI of 1988 and office order issued by the 
employer in this regard, but to no avail. Thereafter an 
industrial dispute was raised before the A.L.C.(C) Dhanbad, 
which ended in failure and the dispute has been referred to 
this Tribunal for adjudication. 

It has been prayed that the Hon'ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass on award holding that the action of the 
management in not correcting D.O.B. of Dulli Mahato as 
31.7.47 on the basis of winding Engine 1st Class Certificate 
Examination is not justified and the concerned workman is 
entitled to the relief of recording of D.O.B. as 31.7.1947 in 
all the records. 

3. The case of the management is that the concerned 
workman was appointed on 16.8.1971 and as per the service 
record his date of birth was 31.7.1944. In the year 1987 the 
management issued a service excerpt to the workman 
concerned mentioning his date of birth as 31.7,1944. He 
submitted service excerpt without raising any dispute in 
respect of his date of birth mentioned in the service excerpt. 
His date of birth finally recorded in NE1S. The concerned 
workman raised the present dispute and demanded 
correction of his date of birth as per Winding Engine First 
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Class Certificate which he passed in the year 1992, As per 
1.1. No. 76 correction of date of birth as per statutory 
certificate is taken into consideration only when it is 
acquired prior to coming into employment, whereas the 
concerned workman obtained the said certificate in the 
year 1992 almost 21 years after coming into the employment. 
He obtained aforesaid certificate by giving his wrong date 
of birth of the Examination Department. The said certificate 
has got no value for correction of date of birth of the 
concerned workman. The record of NEIS was prepared after 
the submission of service excerpt by the workman and the 
date of birth recorded in NEIS cannot be altered in any 
circumstances. 

It has been prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal be 
pleased to hold that the management is justified in not 
correcting the date of birth of the concerned workman as 
31.7.47 on the basis of Winding Engine First Class Certificate 
and further be pleased to hold that the workman concerned 
is not entitled to get any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders submitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. The concerned workman examined himself as 
WW-1 and proved documents as Exts. W-l to W-8. 

The management neither produced oral evidence nor 
documentary evidence. 

6. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that his date of birth is 31.7.1947 as 
per Winding Engine 2nd Class Certificate issued by DGMS, 
Dhanbad, but the management has illegally not corrected 
his date of birth and treating his date of birth as 31.7.1944. 

The management’s representative argued that the 
date of birth of the concerned workman is 31.7.1944 which 
is entered in Service Excerpt of the concerned workman. 
He did not raise any dispute about his date of birth 
mentioned in the service excerpt. He passed Winding 
Engine 1st Class Certificate in the year 1992 and he himself 
declared his date of birth in NEIS, which is statutory 
document. He has not given any document at the time of 
appointment for recording his date of birth as 31.7.1947, 
which cannot be accepted. He obtained aforesaid certificate 
after 1987 when service excerpt was given to him. The said 
certificate has got no value for correction of date of birth of 
the concerned workman. 

7. In this respect evidence of the concerned workman 
is very much material. WW4 has stated in cross- 
examination that I do not know if in the Form ’B’ register my 
date of birth was entered as 31.7.1944. He also stated that 
the management issued service excerpt to me in the year 
1987. He also stated that it is not a fact that in the service 
excerpt my date of birth was recorded as 31.7.1944.1 have 
given application for examination in the D.GM.S. I passed 


examination in the year 1992. Date of birth recorded in the 
Winding Engine Certificate according to my writing given 
by me. I have not filed any paper before joining regarding 
my date of birth which may show 31.7.1947. This statement 
of the concerned workman shows that he has given 
according to his will and without any document his date of 
birth as 31.7.1947. When he joined he had not given any 
document regarding his date of birth which may show that 
his date of birth is 31.7.1947. In the year 1987 his date of 
birth has been entered in Form 'B' Register as 31.7.1944. 
Form ’B’ Register is maintained under the Mints Act, so it 
cannot be changed. When he got service excerpt he had 
not given any application so that his age may be corrected 
as 31.7.1947. His date of birth was challenged by his own 
wifi as 31.7.1947 as per Winding Eingine Certificate which 
cannot be his correct date of birth. 

Considering the above facts and circumstances, the 
action of the management is justified in not correcting the 
date of Sri Dulli Mahato as 31.7.47 on the basis of Winding 
Engine 1st Class Certificate Examination. 

8 . Accordingly, l render the following award— 

The action of the Project Officer, Joyrampur Colliery, 
BCCL is justified in not correcting the DOB of Sri Dulli 
Mahato as 31.7.47 on the basis of Winding Engine 1st 
Class Certificate Examination and hence the concerned 
workman is not entitled to get any relief. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer. 
'li 29 2011 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 201) 

S.O, 3756.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 15/2008) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-eum- 
Labour Court-2, DHANBAD, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. BCCL, and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 29.) 1.20]). 

[No. L-20012/92/2006-1R(C-I)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENrRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) DHANBAD. 

PRESENT 

SHRIKJSHORI RAM, 

Presiding Officer. 

hi the matter of an Industrial Dispute under 
Section 10(l)(d)ofthe I.D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 15 OF 2008 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of Govindpur 
Area No. Ill of M/s. BCCL and their workman. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the Workman None 

On behalf of the employers : None 
State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 15 th Nov., 2011. 

ORDER 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 10 
(1) (d) of the 1 . D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L- 
20012/92/2006-1 R(CM-l), dated, the 31.01.20 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the demand of the Rashtriya Colliery 
Mazdoor Sangh from the Management of Block-lV 
(Kooridih Colliery of M/s. BCCL to give Shri Ayodhya 
Paswan, Mechanical Fitter Cat.-Vl Service Linked 
upgradation(SLU) in justified. If so, to what relief is 
the concerned workman entitled and from what date?" 

2. Neither the Union representative nor the workman 
appeared despite the notices including registered on dt. 
9.6.08, 19.0! .11,22.3.11 and show cause dt. 22.6.11 to the 
Union Secretary', R.C.M.S. Kusunda Area VI, P.O. Godhar, 
Dist. Dhanbad have been issued. Nor Written Statement 
filed on behalf of the workman. Mr. D.K.. Vemia Advocate 
for management (without authority) present. 

3. The perusal of the case record transpires that the 
case has been pending ab initio for filing W.S. in behalf of 
the workman since 17.1.11, for which serveral times the 
notices including Registered one as well as show cause 
were issued, even none represented the workman nor File 
any Written Statement. The very conduct of the workman 
clearly indicates their disinterestedness to contest the case. 
T he present case relates to the demand of the Union 
concerned for S.L.U. (Service Linked Upgradation) to 


workman Shri Ayodhya Paswan, the Mechanical Fitter 
Cat. VI. 

Under this circumstance I think it is proper to close 
the case on account of the disinterestedness of the Union/ 
workman in contesting it. Hence the case is closed and 
accordingly order is passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

T i 29 TOOK, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3757.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 279/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court-1 , DHANBAD , as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s. CCL, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29.11 2011. 

[No. L-20012/160/2000-IR (C-I)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTR \L GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I, DHANBAD. 

In the matter of a reference IS 10(1) (d) (2A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

REFERENCE NO. 2*?9OF2000 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Central Coalfield Limited. 

AND 

Their Workman 

Present: Shri H.M. Singh. 

Presiding Officer. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate. 
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For the Workman Shri D. Mukheijee, Advocate. 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal. 

Dated, the 23.11.2011 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-200I2/160/2000-IR (C-l) dated 
18.9.2000 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-sec. (1) and sub-sec. (2A) of Sec. 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Central Coalfield Limited, P.O. Kathara, Dist. Bokaro 
to dismiss Shri Dasrath Gope, workman Cat-1 from 
service is legal and justified? If not, to what re lief is 
the workman concerned entitled?" 

2. The case of the concerned workman is that he was 
originally appointed as permanent workman against 
permanent vacancy in the month of October, 1995. His name 
was sponsored from the Employment Exchange, Ramgarh 
and accordingly he was interviewed and selected. The 
appointment letter was issued under the signature of the 
then General Manager (P&A) Due to inadvertant mistake 
in the appointment letter some plots numbers were written 
and alleged relationship. The concerned workman 
represented before the management against the inadvertant 
writing of plot number etc. and had submitted specifically 
that he was appointed on the basis of interview and his 
name was being sponsored by the Employment Exchange. 
From the date of appointment the concerned workman had 
been working regularly and continuously. But the local 
management was very much biased and prejudiced against 
him, so w ith an ulterior motive to victimise him a false 
charge sheet dated 8.10.97 was issued to him. He submitted 
reply to the charge sheet denying the charges, but the 
Enquiry Officer conducted the enquiry in utter violation of 
the principle of natural justice. The concerned workman 
requested the Enquiry Officer to summon S/Shri J.N. Singh, 
Haridwar Singh and Akhileshwar Singh, the then G.M. 
(P&A), Dy, C.P.M. (P&R) and Dy. P.M.(R) respectively, 
whose evidence was relevant and important. The Enquiry 
Officer relied on an alleged report of the committee allegedly 
consisting of S/Sri P.K. Das, GD. Gulal and A. Lakra, without 
examining them in the enquiry. Even in the invalid and 
irregular enquiry the charges against him was not 
established still then he was dismissed by GM. (KTA) who 
had no authority to dismiss the concerned workman. 
Thereafter an industrial dispute was raised before ALC (C), 
Hazaribagh, which ended in failure and the present dispute 
has been referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The action of the management of M/S.C.C. Ltd. in 
dismissing the concerned workman was neither legal nor 
justified. 


It has been prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal be 
pleased to answer the reference in favour of the workman 
by awarding reinstatement with fullback wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

3. The case of the management is that the concerned 
workman committe a serious misconduct. Therefore, the 
management issued him a charge-sheet vide charge-sheet 
dated 8.10.97. The following charges were levelled against 
him: "Shri Dasrath Gope son of Deo Nath Gope fraudulently 
managed to secure employment in CCL as Trainee cat. I 
vide appointment letter No. PO/MP/Appt/LL/A-812, dated 
13.10.95 under the land looser Scheme of Piparwar Area, 
CCL, without the approval of competent in as much as he 
claimed himself to be the grand son of Sahdeo Kurmi, the 
owner of the land bearing Khata No. 42, Plot No. 394,396, 
419,426,433,459,479,480,481 and485at VUlage-Karo, PS. 
Keredari, District Hazaribagh, which was acquired by CCL 
for mining operation, but on enquiry made subsequently it 
has been found that the said Dashrath Gope is neither 
nephew nor a nominated owner of the above plots of land 
to get a employment in CCL. It has also been found that 
against the above plots of land appointment had already 
been given in CCL to Sohari Kurmi son of Sahdeo Kurmi 
vide appointment letter No. PD/MP/Appt/LL/87-88/R-98 3, 
dated 2/12/95. This proves that Dasrath Gope has entered 
into the service of CCL by furnishing wrong information 
relating to his claim for employment and relationship with 
the owner of the aforesaid plots of lands." 

Thereafter the concerned workmen submitted his 
reply and denied the charge-sheet. The Enquiry Officer 
conducted the domestic enquiry in accordance with the 
principles of natural justice and submitted his enquiry 
report holding therein that the charges levelled against the 
workman concerned is fully established. Thereafter the 
disciplinary authority supplied the enquiry report to the 
concerned workman, who submitted his explanation. After 
considering the enquiry proceeding, enquiry report and 
explanation of the concerned workman, the management 
dismissed him for proved misconduct. The enquiry was 
held in accordance with the principles of natural justice. 

It has been prayed that this Tribunal be pleased to pass 
an award holding that the dismissal of the concerned workman 
is legal and justified and he is not entitled for any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying some of the contents of 
each other’s written statement. 

5. The enquiry was held be to fair and proper vide 
order dated 3.3.2011. 

6 . The management has provided MW-1, H.K. 
Tripathy and proved documents as Exts. M-l to M-9. 

The concerned workman has produced himself as 
WW-1 (Dashrath Gope). 
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7. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that he was appointed as permanent 
workman by the General Manager as per order of 
Headquarters. His name was sponsored from Employment 
Exchange, Ramgarh in pursuance of call interview letter 
being No. 15/94/673-74 dated 27.7,94 on the demand of 
CCL vide letter No. 1052-53 dated 4.7.94 and No. 1137 dated 
12.7.94 and his name was appearing in si. no. 19 and he was 
interviewed and selected and was appointed. The Project 
Officer, Kathara Colliery issued a chaigesheet dated 8.10.97 
on the alleged ground that he was appointed under land 
looser scheme as grand son of Sahadeo Kurmi but actually 
no land belongs to Sahadeo Kurmi. The management 
conducted an enquiry and dismissed him by the General 
Manager of the Area. It has also been argued that the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that all dismissal case is 
to be adjudicated as per Section 11-A of the I.D. Act and 
the Tribunal can act as appellate court and can re¬ 
appreciate the evidence and to come to a conclusion 
different than the conclusion reached by the Enquiry 
Officer. In this respect 2008 (116) F.L.R. 731(SC) and 
2010( 125) FLR 187(SC) have been referred on behalf of the 
workman concerned. It has also been argued that for getting 
employment under land looser scheme, the essential 
formalaties to be complied with which are—(1) There must 
be application for settling the land and for employment 
under land looser scheme from the person claiming 
employment or from the owner of the land (2) After getting 
the application the Estate Department of the company 
verifies the ownership and title from the respective 
Government office, (3) only after getting clearance report 
the managment purchased the land from the owner of the 
land through Registered sale Deed, (4) After purchasing of 
the land the management directed the person demanding 
employment of complete the formalities as identities by 
filing Mukhiya, B.D.O. etc. certificates (5) After getting all 
documents the matter was processed in the area and them 
the same was forwarded to the Headquarters for issuing 
appointment letter. 

Management's witness MW-1 admitted in cross- 
examination that no application submitted on behalf of the 
concerned workman claiming employment under land looser 
scheme and no aforesaid document filed in the domestic 
enquiry to prove the fact of claiming employment under 
land looser scheme or Registered sale Deed or any 
document for identification for getting employment under 
land looser scheme. In the domestic enquiry the 
management miserably failed to produce the original file 
regarding their appointment. In this regard the workman 
referred to page 4 para 2 of the enquiry report which runs 
as—"Para 2—The original base files related to the 
appointment of those 24 persons were requisitioned by 
the Vigilance Department from C.G.M. (P&A), CCL, Ranchi 
and D(P), CCL, but the same were not made available to 
this department, stating no such files are available in the 


Recruitment Cell of CCL where the files wefe supposed to 
be available, and again in para 4 in para 4 it has been 
mentioned that the copies of fake appointment letters are 
exhibited as Ext. M/E-3. It has also been stated that 
management's appointment .letters bear the signature of 
GM. (P&A) and there is no dispute about the same, and in 
domestic enquiry in page 8 para 10, the management's 
witness admitted that all the appointment letters, ME-3 
were duly signed by the competent authority, and in 
para 8, para 10 it is admitted by the management that on 
this the witness replied that the base file in respect of fake 
appointment never exists. Moreover, the enquiry report at 
page 16 in para 7, the finding of the Enquiry officer 
is—"The base file which are with Vigilance Department 
was examined by me and it was found that the name of 
Dasrath Gope does not appear as the nominee of the owner 
of plot of land against which appointment letter has been 
issued to the charged employee. This report and finding of 
the Enquiry Officer shows that when enquiry officer does 
not find that the concerned workman was appointed under 
land looser scheme and he was not nominee of plot of the 
areas against which he was appointed then the 
management's action shows that it is only fake and without 
any document the concerned workman was dismissed from 
service. It is for the management to issue appointment letter 
on the basis of application of the concerned workman for 
getting employment has been moved and also Registered 
Sale Deed which has been executed by his uncle, Sahadeo 
Kurmi, which has not been filed by the management in the 
domestic enquiry file. The concerned workman filed 
Employment Register Certificate that his name was 
registered in the Employment Exchange. It shows that the 
management does not want to come with dean hand to 
show that the concerned workman was employed through 
Employment Exchange. 

8 . Management's representative argued that F.l.R. 
had been lodged against 24 persons in which the name of 
the concerned workman appeared for getting fake 
appointment under land looser scheme. So, it should be 
presumed that the concerned workman got employment 
by fake appointment letter under land looser scheme 
because C.B.I. filed case with other persons. But this 
argument does not seem to be weight because the 
managment has proved that the concerned workman has 
got frafulent appointment under land looser scheme in 
which managment application form of the concerned 
workman for getting employment and also registered sale 
deed executed by his uncle and verification by management 
regarding existence of land with authorities which has not 
been filed. It only shows that there is no documents 
produced on behalf of the management in the domestic 
enquiry or before the Tribunal for fraud committed by the 
concerned workmen for getting employment under land 
looser scheme. 
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9. Moreover, the management's witness clearly stated 
in the domestic enquiry that the base file for appointment 
is not available, so the same could not be filed. He further 
stated that no base file ever existed. If that base file does 
not exist in the domestic enquiry, it seems to be in the 
enquiry report and part of enquiry proceeding, but it is not 
so. Moreover, the Enquiry Officer in page 16 para (iii) of the 
conclusion it has been written that he has got his job against 
some written examination held on 26.3.1995 and for which 
his name was sent of CCL by Employment Exchange, 
Ramgarh, does not stand because though he had appeared 
in that examination but had not qualified. 

Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that he was appointed by the General 
Manager (P&A) Headquarters and he was dismissed by 
the General Manager of the Area, who is lower in rank than 
appointing authority and his dismissal is illegal, as per law 
laid down by Hon'ble Supreme Court. 

10. In this respect the management's witness, MW-1, 
in cross-examination stated that the G.M. (P&A) and G.M. 
of the Area are of the same rank and the dismissal order 
passed by the GM. of the Area is also illegal because the 
GM. is the appellate authority in view of the judgement of 
the Hon'ble Supreme Court reported in 1995—Vol-I—LLN 
Page 840. 

Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that prior to dismissal no second 
show cause notices was given. The management failed to 
prove for giving second show cause notice before passing 
final dismissal order and in this respect F.L.R. 1995 page 
817 has been referred in which Hon’ble supreme court laid 
down—"United Commercial Bank officers (Discipline and 
Appeals) Regulations, 1976-Regulation 8 (2)(iii) r/w 
Regulations 3 (9)—Right of Appeal and Review—Since 
appellate authority has exercised the power of the 
disciplinary authority—Appellant was deprived of right of 
appeal and of Review—As such order of dismissal has 
inherrent defect—order liable to be set aside." 

11 . The management's witness MW-1, H.K. Tripathy, 
stated in cross-examination at page 3 that 1 cannot say if 
any second show cause notice was given to the concerned 
workman or not. 

12. As per document of the management Annexure- 
2 dated 12.10.95 whows the name of the concerned workman 
at serial No. 7 and against his name 'selected' word has 
been used. It seems that he was selected only after 
examination or interview, otherwise it has been written he 
was appointed under land looser scheme. 

Considering the above facts and circumstances, it 
shows that the management has illegally dismissed the 
concerned workman from service and the action of 
management is not justified. 


13. In the result, I hold that the action of the 
management of M/s. Central Coalfield Ltd., PO. Kathara, 
Dist. Bokaro to dismiss Shri Dasrath Gope, workman Cat-1 
from service is not legal and justified. Accordingly, the 
concerned workman is entitled to be reinstated in service 
with 50% back wages from the date of dismissal till his 
reinstatment and other consequential benefits. The 
management is directed to implement the award within 30 
days from the date of publication of the award. 

This is my Award. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
29 2011 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3758.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 95/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-2, Dhanbad, as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. BCCL, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on29/l 1/2011. 

[No. L-20012/98/2005-lR(C-I)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL(NO. 2) AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT 

SHRI KISHORI RAM, 

Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under 
Section 10 (l)(d)ofthe I.D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 95 OF 2005 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of E.J. Kshetra of 
M/s. BCCL and their workman. 
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APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman : Mr. Ram Ratan Ram, 

Advocate. 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. Lf.N. Lai, 

Advocate. 

State Jharkhand Industry : Coal. 

Dated, Dhanba, the 21 st Nov. 2011. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
10(1 )(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/98/2005-1.R.(C-l) dated, the 2nd 
November, 2005. 

“Whether the action of the management of BCCL, 
Sudamdih Shaft Mine in dismissing Sh. Bishun 
Bhuiya from service vide letter dt. 22/23 
September, 2004 is just, fair& legal? If not, to what 
relief is the workman entitled?” 

2. The case of the sponsoring Union for the workman 
Bishun Bhuiya is that he under Ticket No. 2682 designated 
as P.R.W was a permanent workman in Sudamdih Shaft 
Mine of M/s. BCCL. He had been vigilantly performing his 
job satisfactorily since his appointment. At the news from 
his native village on 11.7.2003 about his wife seriousness, 
on the same date, he left for his village for her proper 
treatment, and being illiterate unaware of the norms and 
rules of the Company, he could not inform of it to the 
Management. Meanwhile, he was served with a 
chargesheet on 26.11.2003 for his alleged absence from his 
duty. He was himself absent from his duty from 1 2.7.2003 
to 26.11.2003 due to illness of his wife. He was dismissed 
from his service w.e.f. 22/23 Sept., 2004 without assign any 
concrete reason without any domestic enquiry. Hence, the 
Ministry of Labour, Govt, of India referred it for adjudication. 
The enquiry proceeding was not fair and proper, as it was 
conducted ex-parte and he was not given proper 
opportunity to participate in it. So the workman is entitled 
to reinstatement in his service with full back wages. The 
action of the Management in dismissing him from service 
is unjust, unfair and illegal. 

3. Centra pleaded case of the Management is that 
the workman was issued the chargesheet dt. 26.11.2003 for 
his unauthorisedly absence from duty since 12.7.2003. 
Despite his previous punishment of one SPRA stoppage 
in the year 1998 forhis such nature in attending his duties, 
he did not improve himself. His attendances were 210,163 
and 70 days in the past years 2001, 2002 and 2003 
respectively. Thus he was a habitual absentee. Inspite 
ample opportunity to him for defence in the enquiry, he did 
not attend the enquiry on different dates fixed for it not 


sent any information to the Management about the reason 
for the same. At last the Departmental Enquiry was held 
ex-parte and the charges w ere proved beyond any doubt. 
So the Disciplinary Authority on consideration of the 
Enquiry Report, Enquiry Proceeding and his previous 
records dismissed him from the service of the Company 
through the letter No. 1436-44 dt. 2nd/3rd Sept., 2004 with 
competent approval. The punishment of his dismissal was 
imposed by the Disciplinary Authority upon the 
chargesheeted workman. The facts were also put forth in 
course of conciliation, due to failure of which the Govt, has 
referred it for adjudication. 

The Management in its rejoinder categorically 
denying the allegations of the workman has pleaded that 
the workman has admitted his unauthorised continuous 
absence from duty from 12.7.2003 to 26.11.2003. As he had 
not intended to appear in the enquiry, the Enquiry Officer 
decided to proceed the enquiry ex-parte and since he was 
a habitual absentee, so his dismissal was quite just, fair 
and reasonable. 

FINDING WITH THE REASONING 

4. On the acceptance of Sri Ram Ratan Ram, the Ld. 
Advocate-cum-General Secretary of the Union that the 
domestic enquiry, as fair and proper; and accordingly the 
documents of the Management as per its list— i.e. the 
chargesheet dt. 26.11.03, the appointment letter of the 
Enquiry Officer dt. 9.1.04, Notices dt. 9.1.04,21.02.04 and 
3.8.04 in series. Enquiry Proceeding, the Enquiry Report, 
the Notesheet and the dismissal letter dt. 3.9.04 were marked 
as Extt. M-l, M-2, M-3 series, M-4 series, M-5, M-6 and M-7 
respectively. Hence, the case directly came up for hearing 
of argument on merit of both sides. 

5. Mr. Ram Ratan Ram the Ld, Advocate the Joint 
General Secretary of the Union submits that due to sudden 
serious illness of his wife, the workman had got absent 
from duties, though his past two year's Attendance for 
2002 and 2003 was 233 days total; that he was a permanent 
employee of the management, but he has been unjustly 
dismissed on the basis of ex-parte enquiry against him 
who was not given any opportunity for defence; as such it 
is solicited for his reinstatement with full back wages. 
Whereas justifying the action of the Management for 
dismissal his authorised absence from duty, Mr. U.N. Lai, 
the Learned Advocate for the Management has contended 
that he was a habitual absentee as in his past year, so he is 
not entitled to reinstatement in his service. 

On consideration of the materials of the enquiry 
proceeding as well as the dismissal order available on the 
case record, I find the facts as under:— 

(i) the workman was a permanent P.R.W. of Sudamdih 
Shaft Mine of M/s. B.C.C.L. 

(ii) None of the Enquire' three notices (Extt. 3 series) 
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proves their service upon the workman on his noted 
home address for the domestic enquiry, which was 
conducted ex-parte\ and 

(iii) Consequent upon the Enquiry Report, the 
Disciplinary Authority did not send it with any 
second show cause notice to the workman for any 
proposed punishment for his habitual absence or 
6ven prior to the approval of it by the competent 
Authority. 

It is evident that the workman was prima facie 
prejudiced by the action of the Management, as he could 
not fairly get an opportunity to explain his case of absence 
from duty, so his being deprived of his legal right to it in 
view of the principle of natural justice. Hence, the dismissal 
order of the Management being illegal and unjustified is 
liable to be set aside. 

In view of the aforesaid facts and circumstances, the 
action of the Management of BCCL Sudamdih Shaft Mine 
in dismissing the workman Bishun Bhuiya from service as 
per the letter dt. 22nd/23rd Sep., 2004 is not at all just, fair 
and legal. The workman is entitled to his reinstatement in 
his service but without any back wages. The Management 
is directed to implement the Award within a month from the 
date of the receipt of its publication by the Government of 
India in its Gazette. 

K1SHOR1 RAM, Presiding Officer. 

29 -14^ 2011 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3759.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 82/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Geological Survey of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29.11.2011. 

[No. L-4201 l/94/99-lR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHANOD, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CXilT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

CaseNo. CGIT/NGP/82/2000 Date: 18.112011. 

Party No. 1(A) : The Director(Drilling), Geological 
Survey of India, Coal Wing, 4 
Chowringhee Lane, Ratnakar Building 
Kolkata 700064 

(B) : Drilling-in-Charge, Geological Survey 
of India, Unit-332, Camp & 

PO-Warora, Tah-Warora, 

Distt. Chandrapur (M.S.) 442402. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : Shri Balaji Maroti Tarale, Navin Basti 

Colliery Ward, Warora, 

Distt. Chandrapur (M.S.) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 18th November, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India and Shri, for 
adjudication, as per letter No. L-4201 l/94/99-IR(DU) dated 
13.03.2000, with the following schedule:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Director 
(Drilling)/Drilling-in-Charge, Geological Survey of 
India, Cakutta/Warora Camp in not reinstating into 
the services with full wages of Sh. Balaji Maroti 
Tarale, ex-helper is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled and from which date?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written statement 
and accordingly, the workman Shri Balaji Maroti Tarale ("the 
workman" in short) filed his statement of claim and the 
management of the Geological Survey of India (here-irr-after 
referred to as the Party No. 1) filed its written statement 

The case of the workman as per the statement of 
claim is that he was working as a helper with the party 
no. 1(A) and Geological Survey of India is engaged in 
various project activities in relation to mining survey of 
minerals and metals and to provide expert guidance to Coal 
India and to their Subsidiaries and also to others and the 
project activities at Warora camp in Chandrapur district are 
one of such activities and the establishment of party 
no. 1(A) at Warora is functioning since last several years 
and the activities carried out by party no. 1 are of permanent 
nature and approximately 34 employees are working at 
Warora camp out of whom, only 15 are permanent 
employees and the remaining are classified as daily wagers 
but monthly salary @ of Rs. 1323/- is paid to them and he 


4488 GI/11—23 
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was daily wager helper and was appointed on 04.05.1997 
and he worked continuously with party no. 1(B) til! 
22.04. ] 999, when his services were terminated orally and 
he was performing different duties as per the directions 
and satisfaction of the camp incharge and his subordinate 
officers and he tried his level best to convince the party 
no. 1(B), in respect of oral termination, but party no. 1(B) 
did not allow him to work as usual and though the 
establishment of party no. 1 is a government organization, 
it was paying meager wages, in breach of government 
directives, rules and regulations and wages were also not 
being paid at regular intervals and at times, wages were 
paid after a gap of two to three months and though separate 
vouchers were being prepared for the same, the dates were 
never being mentioned in the vouchers and though his 
services were orally terminated w.ef 22.04.1999, wages for 
February, March and till the date of termination were not 
paid and as he insisted for grant of pay scale applicable to 
class-IV category and for making him permanent in the 
post of helper, the party no. I terminated his services, even 
though he had already completed 240 days of work, without 
following the due procedure of Jaw, in relation to termination 
or retrenchment. 

It is further pleaded by the workman that the 
establishment at Warora is still functioning and the party 
no. I appointed two new persons, namely Shri Sharad 
Ghuttar and Shri Prashant Dange w.e.f 20.4.1999 and few 
more hands were also appointed thereafter and many 
workers junior to him in service were retained by party 
no. I (B) and thus, the action of party no. 1 (B) is arbitrary 
and in breach of the well settled principles of law and as his 
oral termination was without compliance of the provisions 
of section 25-F of the Act and Industrial Employment 
(Standing Orders) Act, 1946, the same is illegal and void 
and therefore he is entitled to be reinstated in service with 
all other consequential benefits. 

3. The party no. 1 in the written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that Geological Survey of India is a scientific 
department and not an industry and the workman and other 
casual workers were engaged in camps to help in 
miscellaneous job of temporary nature like shifting, loading, 
unloading etc. and paid wages on daily payment basis, as 
per government approval rates and the claim of the 
workman that he worked continuously from 04.05.1997 till 
his termination on 22.04.1999 is not true and he had 
rendered services in two phases i.e. from 04.05.1997 to 
30.11.1997 and 07.07.1998 to 31.03.1999 and hedid not fulfill 
the nroms prescribed by D.O.P.T. for regularization, as 
such, the question of his regularization did not arise and as 
the workman was a casual worker, he is not entitled for 
regularization and as his appointment was not against any 
existing vacancy and as his appointment was not through 
any selection process and casual workers in GSI are 
engaged due to sudden urgency of work and such works 
are always of termporary in nature, which continue for few 


days or some times for few months and thus, there is no 
irregularity in engaging two casual workers and casual 
workers have been engaged purely on temporary basis for 
specific types of work of short periods and the nature of 
work available with it is not of permanent in nature and as 
the engagement of the workman was purely on temporary 
daily wages basis and not in accordance with the Rules of 
appointment, his disengagement from service cannot be 
construed to be retrenchment and the workman is not 
entitled for any relief. 

4. It is necessary to mention here that though both 
the parties filed affidavit of their respective witnesses, both 
the parties remained absent since 07.04.2010. The witnesses 
were also not produced for cross-examination. None also 
appeared on behalf of either of the parties. Hence, as per 
order dated 15.11.2010, the evidence of the witnesses was 
expunged and case was fixed to 11.02.2011 for argument. 
The parties also did not appear to advance argument, so 
the case was closed on 24.10.2011 and was fixed for award. 

5. It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality 
of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove illegality of 
the order and if no evidence is produced, the party invoking 
the jurisdiction of the court must fail. Whenever a workman 
raises a dispute challenging the validity of the termination 
of the service, it is imperative for him to file written 
statement before the Industrial Court setting out grounds 
on which the order is challenged and he must also produce 
evidence to prove his case. If the workman fails to appear 
or file written statement or produce evidence, die dispute 
referred by the government cannot be awarded in favour 
of the workman and he would not be entitled to any relief. 

In this case, the workman neither appreared nor 
adduced any evidence to prove his case. So, applying the 
settled principles as mentioned above to the present case 
at hand, it is found that the workman is not entitled to any 
relief and the reference is to be answered against him. Hence, 
it is ordered:— 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Director (Drilling)/ 
Drilling-in-charge, Geological Survey of India, Calcutta/ 
Warora Camp in not reinstating into the services with 
full wages of Sh. Balaji Maroti Tlarale, ex-helper is legal 
and justified. The workman is not entitled to any relief. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
29 2011 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3760.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
G overnment hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 51/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of National Seeds Corporation Limited and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 29.11.2011. 

[No. L-42012/250/2005-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
fRIBUN ADGUM-LABOUR COURT AT HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: SHRJ VED PRAKASH GAUR, 

Presiding Officer 

Dated the 26th day of September, 2011 

Industrial Dispute No. 51/2006 

Between: 

The President, 

(Shri A. Obulesu), 

National Seeds Corporation Employees Union, 

(Reg. No. F-1886) Noonepally, 

Nandyal, Kumool District. 

.Petitioner 


AND 

The Regional Manager, 

Nat ional Seeds Corporation Limited, 

17-11, North Lalaguda, Tukaramgate, 

Secunderabad-17. 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : Sri B. Bapu Rao, Advocate 

For the Respondent : M/s. P. Nageswara Sree, 

K.. Raghuram Reddy& 

Ch. Venkata Raju, Advocates 

AWARD 


The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
order No. L-42012/250/2005 dated 22.8.2006 referred the 


following dispute under section 10(l)(d) of the 

I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of National Seeds Corporation Limited and 
their workmen. The term of reference is as under: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of National 
Seeds Corporation Limited is not regularising the 
services of Shri K. Raveendra and 12 others (As per 
list enclosed) and also for not giving them equal pay 
for equal work on par with regular employees is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief they 
are entitled?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as l.D. 
Mo. 51/2006 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 

2. Petitioner union has submitted claim statement 
stating therein Sri K. Ravindra and 12 others have been 
working on par with regular employees. Respondent has 
been maintaining the muster rolls and other registeres for 
them. Management used to deduct PF ana ESI for these 
Petitioners on par with regular employees. It is submitted 
that the Petitioners were paid daily wages at a time at the 
end of the month. Though the Petitioners were being 
engaged for the last ten years, they were not regularized. 
Conciliation before the ALC(C) failed which resulted in the 
present industrial dispute. It is submitted that Petitioners 
got worked continuously for 240 days in a year, the posts 
are permanent in nature. Management is not paying equal 
pay for equal work on par with regular employees to these 
Petitioners which is unjust, unfair and contrary to the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is prayed to 
direct the Respondents to regularize the services of the 
Petitioners from the date of their initial appointment as per 
staff and pattern or wage board awards last salary may be 
paid to the Petitioners and consequently pay the difference 
of wages on par with regular employees with attendant 
benefits. 

3. Management filed counter statement stating therein 
that NSCL is company engaged in the seeds production of 
various types for the benefit of forming community. NSCL 
engages casual labourers in its processing plants/units 
depending upon requirement of work from time to time. 
Company has got some regular and permanent work force 
apart from casual labourers who are transferred from one 
place to another al! over India depending upon exigencies. 
According to recruitment policy for each post technical/ 
non-technical qualification, experience, age etc. parameters 
are prescribed and after due selection process, elaborate 
process for selection in permanent posts. Whereas casual 
labour engagement does not involve this procedure. Unless 
the appointment is in terms of relevant rules and after a 
proper competition among qualified person, the same would 
not confer any right on the appointee if it is an engagement 
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on daily wage basis which comes to an end when the day's 
work is over. The level of skills, dependability, experience, 
accountability and various other parameters are different 
between a permanent employee and a casual labour, any 
comparison between them would be treating unequals as 
equals, therfore, the Petitioners are not entitled equal pay 
on par with regular employees. Hence, the Peitioners are 
not entitled for the relief claimed. 

4. Case is fixed for evidence of Petitioner. On 9.9.2011, 
workman or his counsel absent as such, evidence of 
workman is closed. Respondent's counsel stated that he 
will not adduce any evidence as such, Respondent's 
evidence is also closed. 

5. Petitioner union has got no evidence on record in 
support of Petitioners'claim. Hence, a Nil award is passed 
in absence of evidence. Reference is answered accordingly. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Sint. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 26th day of 
September, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 

Petitioner the Respondent 

NH NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3761.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 133/ 
2005) ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunai-cum- 
Labour Court Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 


Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Chief Executive (Disciplinary Authority), 
Department of Atomic Energy and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 29.1! .2011. 

[No. L-42025/13/2011 -fR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAMTUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: SHRI VED PRAKASH GAUR 
Presiding Officer 

Dated the23rdday of September, 2011 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 133/2005 
Between: 

Sri G Jagannadha Raju, 

S/o Rama Krishna Raju, 

R/o Room No. 22-311/30, Western Hills, 

Near Vishwanath Theatre, 

Kukatpally, Hyderabad. 

.Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Executive (Disciplinary Authority) 

Nuclear Fuel Complex, Department of 
Atomic Energy, Government of India, 

E.C.I.L. Post, Kushaiguda, 

Hyderabad. 

.Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. G. Ravi Mohan & 

G. Naresh Kumar, Advocates 

For the Respondent : Sri P. Raveender Reddy, 
Advocate 

AWARD 

This petition under Sec. 2A(2) ofthe I.D. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Sri G. Jaganandha Raju, an ex. employee 
of Nuclear Fuel Complex, Hyderabad challenging the order 
of dismissal dated 28.3.2000 along with appeal order 
dated 27.4.2005. 

2. It has been alleged that the Petitioner joined the 
Respondent's organization as Tradesman-B, on 10.6.1991. 
While working so, he remained absent from duty 
unauthorizediy from 6.8.1998 onward without sanctioned 
leave. It is alleged that Petitioner was suffering from mental 
illness (Bipolar Affective Disorder) from August, 1998 and 
he was under regular treatment which was informed to the 
company and Petitioner applied for medical leave. Inspite 
of regular treatment Petitioner could not be recovered from 
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bed and he was forced to extend his leave from time to time 
duly informing to his superiors about his health condition. 

3. In the mean time the father of Petitioner 
Sri Ramakrishnam Raju left the home without any 
information of the family membes and his whereabouts 
could not be known to the members of the family that also 
caused mental depression to the Petitioner. Since 
Petitioner's mental condition become worse and serious 
his family members took him to Bangalore for better 
treatment and change of weather duly informing superiors 
of the Petitioner. 

4. After prolonged treatment the Petitioner could 
recover from his ill-health and he approached the 
management along with medical certificate to resume his 
duties but he was informed that his services were terminated 
vide proceedings dated 28.3.2000 on the ground of his 
unauthorized absenteeism. 

5. Petitioner filed appeal before Secretary to the 
Government of India, Department of Atomic energy which 
was rejected by proceeding dated 21.10.2005. 

6. The Petitioner's contention is that he has submitted 
medical certificate and applications from time to time 
informing his ill-health and extension of medical leave but 
the fact was not considered by management before passing 
removal order against the Petitioner as such, the action of 
management is arbitrary, illegal and unjust. Secondly, the 
Petitioner was not informed about the domestic enquiry, 
entire proceeding was completed behind back of the 
Petitioner. The punishment imposed on Petitioner is 
excessive and disproportionate as such, deserves to be 
quashed. 

7. Management has filed counter statement admitting 
that Petitioner was appointed on 17.1.1991 as tradesman 
and further stated that from 6.8.1998 onwards Petitioner 
remained unauthorizedly absent without sanctioned leave. 
Petitioner was afforded number of opportunities to resume 
the duty by sending telegrams as well as memorandum and 
notice of disciplinary action under Rule 14 of CCS Rules. 
The Disciplinary Proceedings were initiated vide 
memoandum No. NFC.PA.IX/1 (01 )/4911/1635 
dated 30.3.1999. A detailed charge sheet was issued to him 
requiring him to explain the circumstances and participate 
in the enquiry proceeding but he failed as such, ex-parte 
proceeding was held and Enquiry Officer found that the 
Petitioner's absence from 6.8.98 onwads was unauthorized 
without intimation and without any reasonable cause. On 
the basis of the enquiry report the Petitioner's services 
were terminated vide proceeding dated 28.3.2000. Petitioner 
submitted appeal in the year 2005 which has been 
dismissed. 

8. Petitioner was unauthorizedly absent for several 
years without any just and reasonable cause without any 
intimation to the management as such, the punishment of 
removal from service is neither unjust not disproportionate. 


The petition is devoid of any merit and deserves to be 
dismissed, 

9. Petitioner has filed 9 documents which consists of 
termination order dated 28,3.2000, Appellate Authority's 
order dated 27.4.2005 and medical prescriptions dated 6.8.98, 

10.9.99,2.2.2000,2.7.2004 & 3.2.2005 and fitness certificate 
dated 26,4.2004. The management has filed certified copy 
of memorandum of charges, certified copy of imputation of 
misconduct (annexure-Il), copies of telegrams dated 21.9.98, 
8.10.98, 14.10,98 and 22.10,98, copy of the letter dated 
14.11.98 and copy of memorandum dated 10.12.98 as 
annexure-lH. They have further filed attested copy of 
notices dated 6.10.1997, attaching copy of Deccan 
Chronicle, Eenadu and Siasat newspapers, copy of notices, 
newspaper, xerox copy of order of dismissal, finding of 
Enquiry Officer, copy of order of Appellate Authority, copy 
of postal receipt acknowledgement due. 

10. In the present matter Petitioner worker challenged 
the legality and validity of domestic enquiry and as such, 
before entering into the merits of this case, the question of 
legality and validity of the domestic enquiry was considered 
by this Tribunal and vide order dated 16.4.2010 this Tribunal 
has concluded that the enquiry conducted by management 
was legal and valid and posted the case for arguments 
under Sec. HA of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

11.1 have heard Learned Counsel for the Petitioner 
worker under Sec. 11A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
It has been argued by the Learned Counsel for the Petitioner 
that the action of management in removing the Petitioner 
from service was illegal and unjustifiable because the 
Petitioner was not keeping good health. He was suffering 
from mental disorder and mental disease for which he has 
under gone treatment and he has informed to his superiors 
and the management of Nuclear Fuel Complex regarding 
his ilihealth. He applied for medical leave but the same was 
not considered. He has further argued that Petitioner made 
request for extension of medical leave from time to time. He 
also informed the management that his father has gone 
missing, that has also caused mental depression and 
Petitioner is not in a condition to resume duties and perform 
his job. All these, material facts were brought before the 
management but management has not considered the 
request of Petitioner nor the medical certificates and 
applications submitted by the Petitioner, thus, the 
termination order is illegal, unjustified and violative of 
principles of natural justice. 

12. He further argued that the management in this 
case opted to initiate domestic enquiry against the 
Petitioner's absence but the notice of enquiry was not given 
to the Petitioner. Petitioner was not afforded proper 
opportunity to participate in the enquiry proceeding. The 
enquiry proceeding was lopsided and thus basing on the 
finding of the lopsided enquiry', the management has 
violated the principles of natural justice and therefore the 
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termination order is illegal and unjustiable. None has 
appeared for Respondent to argue on behalf of the 
Respondent. Even then, I have considered the counter 
claim filed by the management and oral submission made 
by the Petitioner's counsel, on the basis of which this 
Tribunal has to consider:— 

(I) Whether the action of the management in removing 
the Petitioner from the service is legal and justiable? 

(II) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled if any? 

1 3 . Point No. (I): Petitioner's case is that he was 
employed in the year 1991 as tradesman. He suffered from 
mental illness from August, 1998. His clear contention is 
that he remained under regular treatment and he informed 
about his illness and applied for medical leave. This materia! 
fact has been denied by the management alleging in the 
counter statement that Petitioner remained absent from 
6.8.1998 onwards without any intimation without any 
application or without furnishing any medical certificate. 
In that event, it is the sole duty of the Petitioner to prove 
before this Tribunal that the Petitioner has made request 
for grant of medical leave on ground of his alleged mental 
illness. However, Petitioner of this case has not been able 
to produce a single paper or copy of his application for 
grant of medical leave or copy of the medical certificate on 
the basis of which he applied for the medical leave as such, 
the Petitioner has failed to discharge his primary duty of 
satisfying this Tribunal that Petitioner remained absent for 
any reasonable and sufficient cause. Not only that the 
Petitioner said that he applied for grant of medical leave, 
but he has not been able to produce before this Tribunal 
alleged application of his medical leave nor alleged medical 
certificate on the basis of which he applied for medical 
leave. In this case, the management has initiated domestic 
enquiry', sent notice to the Petitioner to resume duty. It was 
the duty and responsibility of the Petitioner to prove before 
this Tribunal that Petitioner failed to resume duty or 
participate in the domestic enquiry due to his ill-health. 
The Petitioner has filed xerox copies of prescriptions 
dated 6.8.98 of Sowmya Nursing Home, but has not been 
able to explain as to who issued this prescription, where is 
the original of this prescription. However perusal of this 
prescription does not reflect that the Petitioner was ever 
advised to lake bed rest for any number of days. In the 
same way he has field xerox copy of the prescription on the 
letter pad of Dr. V. Sharbandh Raj dated 10.9.99. In this 
prescription only medicine has been prescribed. No bed 
rest has been prescribed in this prescription. Same way 
xerox copy of prescription dated. 2.2.2000 no bed rest was 
prescribed. The Petitioner has filed xerox copy of the medical 
certificate dated 26.4.2005 wherein it has been written! that, 
"he is on irregular medication with poor drug compliance.*’ 
He is on regular medication from 2.1.2004 and he was 
declared fit to resume date from 27.4.2005. In this medical 
certificate the alleged medical practitioner has not stated 


that Petitioner was under his regular care and control or he 
was advised bed rest. He has clearly stated that Petitioner 
was on irregular medication, meaning thereby that the 
Petitioner was not required to take regular medicines, has 
he been seriously ill and not in a position to move or resume 
his duty or perform the work, the Doctor would have 
certainly stated that the Petitioner was under his constant 
care and treatment, he was not allowed to move, he was 
advised bed rest .etc.., all these missing points in the 
medical certificate prove that Petitioner even if suffered 
with some medical ailment his condition was not of that 
stage that he was not able to perform his duty as such, the 
contention of the Petitioner that he did not attend to his 
duty due to ill-health is untenable. He has not been able to 
support his contention with his own documentary evidence 
produced before this Tribunal. 

14. The Petitioner alleges that he moved application 
for grant of medical leave and has applied for extension of 
such medical leave from time to time. But he has not been 
able to produce a single application moved by him before 
his superior authorities either for grant of medical leave or 
for extension of the medical leave. This prove that the 
allegation of the Petitioner that he applied for leave and for 
extension of medical leave is also totally false and Petitioner 
has fabricated this plea for the purpose of this claim 
statement. There is no iota of evidence or material before 
this Tribunal to prove that the Petitioner’s absence from 
6.8.98 onwards upto 27.4.2005 i.e., for more than 7 years 
was due to mental illness. The claim of the Petitioner is 
baseless, he has not been able to provide a single evidence 
to substantiate his claim petition. 

15. It is admitted case that Petitioner remained absent 
from 6.8.98 upto 27.4.2005 i.e. for 7 years. In the mean time 
management has initiated proceeding regarding his absence 
without sanctioned leave. In that proceeding also the 
Petitioner has not participated. He has stated that his father 
went missing and that caused him mental agony and 
depression, but, petitioner has not been able to produce 
before this Tribunal the copy of FIR or missing report of 
regarding his father’s. When his father went missing has 
also not been stated in the claim statement as such, the 
allegation of the Petitioner or contention of the Petitioner 
is that his father went missing causing depression to 
Petitioner aiso unsustainable. Petitioner stated that he was 
moved to Bangalore for better treatment and for change of 
weather but he has not produced a single paper to 
substantiate that he ever moved to Bangalore or remained 
there for improvement of his mental health. Thus, his 
alleged absence from Hyderabad or Andhra Pradesh to 
Bangalore is also baseless and unfounded. It appears to 
be manufactured for the purpose of this claim statement. 

16. From above discussion, this Tribunal is of the 
considered opinion that Petitioner remained absent for 
seven years without any intimation, without sanctioned 
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leave or prior permission from the management His absence 
was not for any reasonable or sufficient cause, he 
intentionally did not participate in the enquiry proceeding 
as such, management has no other option but to remove 
the Petitioner from the service on the gound of long absence 
from duty as held by HoiVble Supreme Court of India in the 
case law reported in State of U.P. and others Vs. Ashok 
Kumar Singh and another 1996(1)SCC 302. The 
management has not committed any illegality or irregularity 
or unjustifiability in dismissing or removing the Petitioner 
from the service who appears to be an unwilling worker. 
Point No. (1) is decided accordingly. 

17. Point No. (II): Petitioner's absence was without 
any reason, he has not been able to prove that his absence 
was for a genuine reasonable cause, the punishment, 
imposed upon workman is netiher excessive nor 
disproportionate. Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 
Point No. II is decided accordingly. 

18. From the above discussion, this Tribunal is of 
the opinion that the action of the management of Nuclear 
Fuel Complex in dismissing the Petitioner Sri G Jagannadha 
Raju is legal and justified as such, this petition deserves to 
be dismissed and it is dismissed. Hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 23rd day of 
September, 2011. 

VEDPRAKASHGAUR 
Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the 
Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M foreft, 29 2011 

^T. 3TT. 3762.—sfeftfrpE SlfafWI, 1947 

(1947 ^1 14) 17 ^ 3 

ms fMrtmf afo ^ appro 3 

^ w TOP 7/2007) ^ 

t ^ ^ 29 -di moil 


New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3762.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 7/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Chief Executive, Department of Atomic 
Energy and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 29.11.2011. 

[No.L-42025/12/2011-1R(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECENTR4L GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 


Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur 

Presiding Officer 

Dated the 22nd day of September, 2011 
industrial Dispute L.C. No. 7/2007 

Between: 

Sri P. Jangaiah, 

S/oNarasimha, 

R/o H.No. 5-21, Keesara, 

Ranga Reddy District. 

.Petitioner 


AND 


The Chief Executive, 

Nuclear Fuel Complex, 

Department of Atomic Energy, 

Hyderabad-500062. 

.Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : M/s G. Ravi Mohan, G. Naresh Kumar, 
Vikash Sharma, K. Bhaskar & G Pavan Kumar, Advodates 

For the Respondent: Sri P. Raveender Reddy, Advocate 

AWARD 


This petitition under Sec. 2 A(2)ofthe l.D. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Sri P. Jangaiah, Ex. Employee of Nuclear 
Fuel Complex challenging the oral termination on 23.10.1998 
of Respondent for reinstatement with continuity of service. 


w<[ i 
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2. Petitioner submitted claim statement stating therein 
that he worked as Sweeper in Respondent's unit. He was 
engaged for cleaning, sweeping, dusting, watching of bend 
dumps and the conditions of work is of perennial nature. 
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Salary of the Petitioner was paid directly by the 
Respondent. But the Respondent brought non-existing 
contractor between the Petitioner and the Respondent to 
show that there is no master and servant relationship 
between the Petitioner and the Respondent. It is submitted 
that Central Government exercising the power under Section 10 
of the Abolition Act on the basis of the recommendations 
and in conciliation with the Central Advisory Board 
constituted under section 10(1) of the Act issued 
notification on 9.12.1976 prohibiting employment of the 
contract labourer in respect to cleaning, sweeping, dusting 
and watching of building owned by or occupied by 
the establishment. It is the statutory obligation under 
section 11, 19 & 20 of the Factories Act to maintain 
cleanness of the area where factory is situated. Petitioner 
worked for 3 years continuously. Petitioner and other 
similarly situated persons filed WP No. 29210/1998 before 
Hon'ble High Court of A.P., Hyderabad for obsorption but 
during pendency of writ petition Petitioner was terminated 
from services in October, 1998. Writ petition was allowed 
by an order dated 25.9.2000, against which Respondent 
filed W.A. 1602/1999 which was allowed, upon which 
Petitioners filed SLA No. 13451/2001 before Hon'ble 
Supreme Court of India, and it was withdrawn with liberty 
to raise ID before appropriate forum hence, this petition. 
Cleaning and other maintenance of factory premises, 
buildings and other residential quarters used to be taken 
care by an officer from the Civil Department. No work was 
entrusted to any outsider at any point.of time. Respondent 
used to maintain details of the casual labourers who were 
appointed for the purpose of cleaning, gardening, civil 
works etc. which works are of perennial in nature requiring 
regular workmen. Petitioner was deputed as sweeper, no 
appointment letter was issued to him and he was paid on 
monthly basis. Though Petitioner worked for more than 3 
years continously he was terminated without any notice or 
retrenchment compensation prescribed under Sec. 25F of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, He prayed to set aside the 
oral termination order dated 23.10.1998 directing the 
Respondent to reinstate the Petitioner into service with all 
other attendant benefits. 

3, Respondent filed counter affidavit stating therein 
that house keeping works in DAE Housing Colony is being 
taken care by Kapra Municipality whereas the requirement 
of Plant is being met through Helpers (Cos.) deployed for 
the said purpose. Prior to making such arrangements 
through Kapra Municipality and/or redployment of Helpers 
(Cos.), a running contract for a period of 12 months was 
awarded for executing urgent works such as jungle cutting 
in the sprawling Nuclear Fuel Complex, cleaning of storm 
water drains and clearance of garbage on roads vide 
letter No. NFC/CED/Employment Exchange (M) / 269/761 
dated 30.9.1997. Similar contract was in existence in D.A.E. 
housing colony where the contractor engaged the labourers 
to perform the work. It is further submitted that the 


engagement of labourers by the contractor is not within 
the knowledge and control of the Respondent at any time. 
The manner and method of employment of labourers for 
execution of the said intermittent jobs including payment 
of wages under Section 21 of Contract Labour (Regulation 
& Abolition ) Act, 1970 is not administratively controlled 
by the Respondent at any time in any manner. Petitioner’s 
name does not appear in the list maintained by the 
contractor, who was awarded the work of sweeping and 
cleaning of all Roads, Storm Water Drains, collection of 
disposal ofgrabarge etc., the validity of which expired on 
10.10.1998. It is submitted that the work was not of perennial 
nature as it was a stop gap arrangement prior to 
approaching Municipal Authorities of Kapra for taking up 
cleaning jobs. It is submitted that Petitioner was directly 
working under the control of Respondent and salary was 
being paid to him by Respondent is denied. It is not known 
to [he Respondent that whether Petitioner was employed 
by any contractor whether under Sri P. Ramana Reddy or 
Sri P. Narasimha. Petitioner is not entitled for any relief as 
such, the petition be dismissed. 

4. Case is fixed for Petitioner's evidence. On 28.7.2011 
counsel for the Petit oner informed that he has no 
instruction from Petitioner to proceed with the case. In 
absence of worker his evidence is closed. Respondent's 
counsel stated that he will not adduce any evidence as 
there is no evidence from side of worker as such, 
Respondent’s evidence is also closed. 

5. Parties have not adduced any evidence. There is 
no evidence on record in support of Petitioner's claim as 
such, petition is dismissed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 22nd day of 
September, 2011. 

VED PRAKASIIGAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 

Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked f or the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3763.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 8/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Chief Executive, Department of Atomic 
Energy and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 29.11.2011. 

[No. L-42025/11/2011-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRALGOVERNMENTT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN A1XTJM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 
Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur 
Presiding Officer 

Dated the 22nd day of September, 2011 
Industrial Dispute L.C. No. 8/2007 

Between: 

Sri P. Balaiah, 

S/o Ramaiah, 

R/ 0 H.N 0 .1-79, 

Near Siddartha School, Keesara, 

Ranga Reddy District. 

.Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Executive, 

Nuclear Fuel Complex, 

Department of Atomic Energy, 

Hyderabad-500062. 

.Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner: M/s G Ravi Mohan, G Naresh Kumar, 
Vikas Sharma, K. Bhaskar & G. Pavan Kumar, Advocates 

For the Respondent: Sri P. Raveender Reddy, Advocate 
AWARD 

This petitition under Sec. 2 A (2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Sri P. Balaiah, Ex. Employee of Nuclear 


Fuel Complex challenging the oral termination on 23.10.1998 
of Respondent for reinstatement with continuity of service. 

2. Petitioner submitted claim statement stating therein 
that he worked as Sweeper in Respondent's unit. He was 
engaged for cleaming, sweeping, dusting, watching of bend 
dumps and the conditions of work is of perennial nature. 
Salary of the Petitioner was paid directly by the 
Respondent. But the Respondent brought non-existing 
contractor between the Petitioner and the Respondent to 
shqw that there is no master and servant relationship 
between the Petitioner and the Respondent. It is submitted 
that central government exercising the power under 
Section 10 of the Abolition Act on the basis of the 
recommendations and in conciliation with the Central 
Advisory Board constituted under Section 10(1) of the Act 
issued notification on 9.12.1976 prohibiting employment 
of the contract labourer in respect to cleaning, sweeping, 
dusting and watching of building owned by or occupied 
by the establishment. It is the statutory obligation under 
section 11, 19 & 20 of the Factories Act to maintain 
cleanness of the area where factory is situated. Petitioner 
worked for 6 years continuously. Petitioner and other 
similarly situated persons filed WP No. 29210/1998 before 
Hon’ble High Court of A.P., Hyderabad for obsotption but 
during pendency of writ petition Petitioner was terminated 
from services in October, 1998. Writ petition was allowed 
by an order dated 25.9.2000, against which Respondent 
filed W.A. 1602/1999 which was allowed, upon which 
Petitioners filed SLA No. 13451/2001 before Hon'ble 
Supreme Court of India, and it was withdrawn with liberty 
to raise ID before appropriate from hence, this petition. 
Cleaning and other maintenance of factory premises, 
buildings and other residential quarters used to be taken 
care by an officer from the Civil Department. No work was 
entrusted to any outsider at any point of time. Respondent 
used to maintain details of the casual labourers who were 
appointed for the purpose of cleaming, gardening, civil 
works etc. which works are of perennial in nature requiring 
regular workmen. Petitioner was deputed as sweeper, no 
appointment letter was issued to him and he was paid on 
monthly basis. Though Petitioner worked for more than 6 
years continuously he was terminated without any notice 
or retrenchment compensation prescribed under Sec. 25F 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. He prayed to set aside the 
oral termination order dated 23.10.1998 directing the 
Respondent to reinstate the Petitioner into service with all 
other attendant benefits. 

3. Respondent filed counter affidavit stating therein 
that house keeping works in DAE Housing Colony is being 
taken care by Kapra Municipality whereas the requirement 
of Plant is being met through Helpers (Cos.) deployed for 
the said purpose. Prior to making such arrangements 
through Kapra Municipality and/or redeployment of 
Helpers (Cos.), a running contract for a period of 12 months 
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was awarded for executing urgent works such as jungle 
cutting in the sprawling Nuclear Fuel Complex, cleaning of 
storm water drains and clearance of garbage on roads vide 
letter No. NFC/CED/Employment Exchange (M)/269/761 
dated 30.9.1997. Similar contract was in existence in D.A.E. 
housing colony where the contractor engaged the labourers 
to perform the work. It is further submitted that the 
engagement of labourers by the contractor is not within 
the knowledge and control of the Respondent at any time. 
The manner and method of employment of labourers for 
execution of the said intermittent jobs including payment 
of wages under Section 21 of Contract Labour (Regulation 
& Abolition) Act, 1970 is not administratively controlled 
by the Respondent at any time in any manner. Petitioner's 
name does not appear in the list maintained by the 
contractor, who was awarded the work of sweeping and 
cleaming of all Roads, Storm Water Drains, collection of 
disposal of garbage etc., the validity of which expired on 
10.10.1998. It is submitted that the work was not of perennial 
nature as it was a stop gap arrangement prior to 
approaching Municipal Authorities of Kapra for taking up 
cleaming jobs. It is submitted that Petitioner was directly 
working under the control of Respondent and salary was 
being paid to him by Respondent is denied. It is not known 
to the Respondent that whether Petitioner was employed 
by any contractor whether under Sri P. Ramana Reddy or 
Sri P. Narasimha. Petitioner is not entitled for any relief as 
such, the petition be dismissed. 

4. Case is fixed for Petitioner's evidence. On 28.7.2011 
couse! for the Petitioner informed that he has no instruction 
from Petitioner to proceed with the case. In absence of 
worker his evidence is dosed. Respondent's counsel stated 
that he will not adduce any evidence as there is no evidence 
from side of worker as such, Respondent’s evidence is also 
closed. 

5. Parties have not adduced any evidence. There is 
no evidence on record insupport of Petitoners claim as 
such, petition is dismissed in absence of evidence. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 22nd day of 
September, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH G AUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 

Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 


Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O. 3764.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 7/2009 
ref. CGITA No. 531 /2004 ref. ITC No. 5/2003) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Darbarshaw B. Chrstjee Sons (Bom) 
Pvt. Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 29.11.2011. 

[No. L-42025/10/2011-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALCUM LABOUR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present. 

Binay Kumar Sinha, 

Presiding Officer, 

CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, Dated 09.11.2011 

MECELLANEOUS APPLICATION (CGIT) No. 7/2009 IN 
CONNECTION WITH REFERENCE: (CGITA) No. 531/ 
2004 Reference: (ITC) No. 5/2003 (Old) 

ShriN.K. Sharma, 

B/249, N .U. 4, Sapnanagar, 

Gandhidham (Kutch)—370201. 

.Applicant 

V/s 

Managing Director, 

M/s Darbarshaw B. Chrstjee Sons (Bom) Pvt. Ltd, 
Darbarshaw House, Ballard Pier, 

Mumbai—400010. 

.Opponent 
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For the applicant: Himself 

For the opposite party Shri L.M. Patil, Advocate. 

ORDER 

This a Misc. case filed by the applicant workman 
under section 26 (A) of the Industrial Disputes (Gujarat 
Rules 1966) preying therein for restoration of the reference 
case CGITANo. 531 /2004 which was rejected/dimissed for 
want of none prosecution by the workman (applicant) by 
an award dated 22.08.2005 ofthis tribunal. 

2. The applicant has filed the application for 
restoration of the reference coupled with a separate 
application under section 5 of the Limitation Act for 
condoning the delay in filing of the Misc. Case. Facts 
giving arise to the filing of this Misc. case are as follows. 
The applicant workman was employed with the opposite 
party employer and a dispute arose by not permitting to 
the workman Shri N.K. Sharma to join and was terminated 
by the management. The Appropriate Government referred 
the dispute for adjudication by this tribunal vide order 
dated 10.12. 2002 by formulating the terms of reference 
"Whether the action ofthe management M/s. D.B.C.'s sons 
(Guj.) Pvt. Ltd. Mumbai not to allow on duty after transfer 
either at Kakinada or at Kandla Presuming that he has left 
th? service on his own is justified or legal? If not, what 
relief the workman is entitled for and since when?" The 
parties were noticed to appear and to submit their pleadings. 
Notice was sent to the workman N.K. Sharma for filing 
statement of claim in support of his case but no statement 
of claim was filed even lapse of 2 years from the date of 
reference and so the tribunal had reason to belive that the 
second party is not interested in dispute holding that the 
second party (workman) has failed to prove that action of 
the first party' is unjustified, consequently the reference 
was rejected for non prosecution by the award 
dated 22.08.2005 which was sent for publication. Under the 
restoration application as well the application for 
condoning the delay the applicant workman has taken the 
ground of having no knowledge that the case is pending 
for submission of the statement of claim on his part. Further 
such ground has been taken that in connection with the 
reference case he had appointed Shri Sandip C. Patel, 
Advocate for doing proper pairvy on the dates and for 
preparing statement of claim and for filing in the reference 
case and also for filing the documents and for taking steps 
for filing of affidavit (evidence) and his lawyer had assured 
him that all the necessary steps will be taken by him towards 
hearing of the reference and that even the first party 
management had no appeared in the reference case his 
lawyer did not take any steps towards early disposal ofthe 
reference and so the applicant workman remained in dark 
about the development in the date to date proceedings 
depending upon his lawyer. Further ground taken is that 
on 26.06.2008 applicant came to know about rejection of 
his reference case under the award as in covered letter the 


copy of the award was received by him. Further ground 
has been taken that due to rejection of the reference case 
he will suffer irreparable loss and so prayer has been made 
for setting aside the award dated 22.08.2009 and to restored 
the reference case to its original file for making the award 
by party after considering the pleading and the evidence 
of both sides. 

3. The opposite party employer also appeared in 
this Misc. case and filed written statement contending 
inter-allia that since after raising dispute by the applicant 
workman resulting in sending order under terms of reference 
for adjudication he (workman) slept over the matter and 
has started showing much slackness and even the reference 
case being adjourned for about 2 years from dates to dates, 
the workman could not file his statement of claim in support 
of his case. Further contention is that the order was passed 
by the tribunal for dismissal of the reference on 22.08.2009 
whereas the applicant workman has filed restoration 
application on 04.09.2009 after a delay of 4 years and that 
the applicant has not given cogent and proper explanation 
for such delay in filing of the restoration application and 
that the contents and avemments made in the application 
in condonation of delay is misleading and is not supported 
by any cogent prove. On these grounds prayer has been 
made to dismissed this Misc. Application filed for restoration 
of the reference case. 

4. The point for consideration is whether the applicant 
workman could have been able to show sufficient cause for 
non filing of the statement of claim in the reference case as 
well for filing ofthe restoration application after such delay? 

5. Considering the rival pleadings of the parties these 
facts has to be considered that the applicant workman was 
living in Kutch which is distantly situated from Ahmedabad 
where the reference case was pending. More so the 
applicant has appointed a lawyer namely Shri Sandip C. 
Patel for taking up steps and watching proceedings ofthe 
reference case and for filing of the statement of claim etc. 
and according to version of the applicant his lawyer had 
assured him that he will take all necessary steps with filing 
of the statement of claim. Such ground has been taken at 
para 3 of the condonation application. There is no denial of 
the opposite party in its written statement of para 3 of 
condonation application. Rather opposite party in its 
written statement to the restoration application have 
insisted upon vide para 4 and 5, taking plea that the reference 
was not maintainable and the workman had not valid cause 
of action, so intentionally left doing pairvy and also did 
not file statement of claim io support his case. Both sides 
were heard at length. The applicant who personally made 
submission in this Misc. Case in absence of his lawyer 
Shri Dhrub Kumar C. Joshi appears to have shown keen 
interest in contesting the reference case for passing ofthe 
award by party because he had suffered a lot due to false 
assurance given by his previous lawyer namely Shri Saiidip 
C. Patel that he will do all *he needful in the reference case 
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but infect the said lawyer did not take steps and did not file 
statement of claim and other papers or even inform to the 
applicant regarding the dates and the development in the 
proceedings of the reference case. 

6. Considering all the facts and circumstances 1 am 
of the view that lenient view has to be taken in this Misc. 
Case because die applicant workman is now ready to make 
contest in the reference case if die same is restored to its 
original file by complying with all the directions of the 
tribunal and in filing of the statement of claim at die earliest. 
So, the delay in filing of the restoration application at Ext 2 
is condoned as per Ext 1 the separate application for 
condonation of delay and the restoration application at 
Ext. 2 is allowed and the award dated 22.08.2005 as to 
rejecting the reference for want of non prosecution, is set 
hereby aside and the Reference case No, 531/2004 having 
old ITC No. 05/2003 is restored to its original file and 
number. 

Let copy of this order/award be sent for publication 
to die appropriate Government. 

BINAY KUMAR SWHA, Presiding Officer 

M 29 T****, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2011 

S.O.3765.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 16/2005) 
of die Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour 
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Divisional Engineer, Telecommunications 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 29.1! .20! I. 

[No. L-14025/2/201 J-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT 
HYDERABAD 


Present*— Sbri Ved Pnkish Gaur 
Presiding Officer, 

Dated the 7th day of April, 2011 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.GNO. 16/2005 

Between: 

Shri R. Kumara Swamy, 

S/o R. Gandaiah, 

R/o Thukkapur, Bhongiri, 

Nalgondia District. 

.Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Divisional Engineer, 

Telecommunications, 

Karimnagar. 

Z The GM. Telecom, 

Suryalok Complex, Abids, 

Hyderabad. 

.Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. R. Yogender Singh, 

V. Kiran Kumar, K. Sunil 
Kishore Goud & B.K..M. 
Chkravarthy, Advocates 

For the Respondent : Sri R.S. Murthy, Advocate 

AWARD 

Sri R. Kumara Swamy, an ex-casual mazdoor has filed 
this petition under Sec. 2 A (2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for his 
reinstatement and grant of benefit of wages. 

2. The Petitioner has alleged that he was initially 
appointed as casual mazdoor under the Respondent from 
1.11.1979 to March, 1981 and continued to work till he was 
disengaged in March, 1981 Thereafter he was not taken 
back for duty inspite of several representations. 

3. The Petitioner has submitted that he completed 
more than 240 days service from November and December 
of 1979, January to December of 1980, January to March, 
1981 in total for 412 days. As per the particulars of the 
service he was eligible for confirmation of the temporary 
status having completed 240 days in the service. Petitioner 
submitted that Respondent sent him for training at Warangal 
and promised to absorb in Respondent's industry after 
completion of training which he has completed in 1981 but 
he was not absorbed though other 32 employees were 
absorbed by the Junior Engineer, Telecom, Karimnagar. The 
Petitioner was discriminated in the matter of employment, 
juniors to him are continuing in the service. Services of 
Petitioner were disengaged following of law promulgated 
under provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1954 and 
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hence, the dismissal order be quashed and he be taken 
back in the service. 

4. Respondents have filed counter statement stating 
therein that die petition is not maintainable under Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and that Respondent is not able to 
verify whether Petitioner engaged from November, 1979 to 
March, 1981 as the records have been weeded out as per 
retention schedule. It is submitted that there is ban on 
engagement of casual labours on 30.3.1985 and reiterated 
vide letter No. 270/6/84-STN dated 22.6.1988. Respondent 
has imposed a total ban vide letter No. 269-4/93 STN dated 
12.2. 1999 except for a period of 60 days, and this was 
increased to 100 days vide letter dated 15.6.1999. The 
provisions in Rule 193 of P&T Manual Vol.X have been 
amended by withdrawing all the powers for engaging casual 
labour by filed units. Thus, there is no scope to engage the 
Petitioner. Petitioner is misrepresenting the factual position 
for his gain as such, the petition is frivolous, vexatious and 
is liable to be dismissed. 

5. Both the parties were directed to file their respective 
evidence. Petitioner workman has filed his affidavit in form 
of his examination in cheif and appeared for cross 
examination. Respondents have also filed counter affidavit 
of Sri M. Venkata Swamy MW1. Petitioner has filed 
personal diary of his attendance. 

6.1 have heard both the parties. Both of them have 
filed their written arguments as well. I have considered the 
written arguments of both the parties and the entire material 
available on the record. 

7. It has been argued by counsel for the workman 
that the Petitioner has worked for a total of 412 days for 
which the Petitioner has filed evidence as muster roll book. 
The entire submission of the workman's counsel is that the 
Petitioner workman has worked for 412 days as such, he 
has become entitled for regularization in the service, but he 
was not regularized and was disengaged from the service. 
He was sent for training in 1981, he was recruited by 
following the procedure under recruitment rules, as such 
he was issued with an identity card Ex. W1. Other 33 people 
who have appeared for examination along with Petitioner 
were regularized. 

8. Against this argument of Learned Counsel for the 
workman Learned Counsel for the Respondent management 
has argued that even if it is assumed that the Petitioner 
workman has worked for 412 days as alleged by him in the 
claim statement, Petitioner does not become entitled for 
regularization after grant of temporary status in the service, 
because the Petitioner was a casual mazdoor. He has 
rendered his services on the days when there was 
requirement by the Respondent management. The 
Petitioner was not a regular employee nor he was appointed 
on regular basis. There is no appointment order in the matter 
of the Petitioner nor the Petitioner was appointed in 


compliance with the rules of employment in the public 
services as such, even if the Petitioner has worked for 412 
days in three different years, he is neither entitled for the 
protection under Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 nor he is entitled for regularization or absorption in 
the services as held in the case of 2006 SCC (L&S) 11 in 
the matter the Batal Coop Sugar Mills Ltd., Vs. Sowaran 
Singh 2006 SCC (L&S) 11, and NFC Vs. K. Penta Reddy 
reported in 2002(2) ALD 384 not only that the Petitioner 
was not appointed following the procedure of the public 
employment as such, he is not entitled for any relief by this 
Tribunal. 

9. Learned Counsel for the Petitioner has also argued 
that the Respondent has regularized the services of casual 
mazdoors namely, Sri C. Subbaiah and Sri Pratap Reddy, in 
the year 2004 whose services were terminated during the 
year 1984-86 and 18 mazdoors were regularized at Telephone 
Bhawan, Hyderabad as such, the Petitioner is also entitled 
for the regularization in the service. I have considered this 
argument. It has to be seen whether the alleged general 
mazdoors were juniors to the Petitioner or not? This is a 
matter of fact and the fact alleged by the Petitioner has to 
be proved by him. 

10. 1 have considered above submission of Learned 
Counsels for the parties and 1 have gone through the 
material available on the record. In the light of the above 
argument this Tribunal has to consider the following 
points:— 

(I) Whether the juniors to Petitioner were regularized 
by the management as alleged by him? 

(II) Whether the services of the Petitioner were 
terminated illegally and arbitrarily without following 
the principles of natural justice? 

(III) Whether the Petitioner is entitled for any relief or 
not 9 

11. Point No. (1) & (It): It has been alleged by the 
Petitioner workman that he worked with the management 
from 1979 to 1981 for 412 days, a statement of which has 
been given in para 2 of his claim statement. This material 
fact has been challenged by the management. The 
management has stated that the Petitioner was not engaged 
by management even if he claimed to have worked with the 
management it is his duty to prove because the record of 
the Department has been weeded out. The contention of 
the Petitioner workman that he worked at several places in 
the Karimnagar District is wrong. The Petitioner has filed 
own prepared attendance register and payment register, it 
is not verified by any competent authority. He has filed 
xerox copy of payment register, how be got it, from where 
he got it is a material fact which has not been proved by the 
workman. The workman has alleged that he has worked for 
412 days from November, 1979 to March, 1981 and from 
March, 1981 he was disengaged. Petitioner in his affidavit 
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has stated that he was sent for training, he was asked to 
appear for examination for regularization but, whether he 
appeared for the examination for regularization in service 
or not has not been mentioned by him in his affidavit, 
however, this statement of the Petitioner proves that the 
management has formulated some rules that only those 
casual workers who will pass examination will be regularized 
and it was the duty and responsibility of the Petitioner 
workman to prove that he passed examination conducted 
by the management. Unless the Petitioner passed the 
examination he could not have been regularised in the 
service. In cross examination the Petitioner has stated that 
he worked at different places in Peddapalli, Karimnagar, 
Hazurabad, Fertilizer City at Godavarikhani and Jatyal. But 
he has not filed the alleged muster roll of the different 
places. He has stated that he is working under a contract 
before J JE., Bhongiri, this statement prove that the Petitioner 
worked under the contractor. He has further stated and 
admitted that he was engaged when there was work with 
the Respondent. He has further stated that he was not 
engaged after 1981 and he has filed this LCID in the year 
2005. Why Petitioner did not raise dispute before any 
Tribunal or Labour Court soon after his disengagement in 
the year 1981 has not been clarified by the Petitioner. This 
petition has been filed after 20 years of his disengagement 
without any cogent and valid reason. Petitioner of this 
case has not been able to prove that he was appointed by 
any written order following the rules of public employment 
as such, he can not claim for reinstatement after 20 years of 
his disengagement from the service. Learned Counsel for 
the Respondent has filed the case law of the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court in CA No. 292/2009 between Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Ltd., and Teja Singh wherein Hon'ble 
Supreme Court has held that “even it is proved that a 
temporary employee or casual worker continued for a time 
beyond term of his appointment he is not entitled for 
absorption in the regular service if the original 
appointment was not made by following due process of 
selection as envisaged by relevant rules." Hon'ble Supreme 
Court has further held that" it is not open to the Court to 
prevent regular recruitment at the instance of the temporary 
employees whose period of employment as come to an end 
for adhoc employee who by the very nature of their 
appointment do not acquire a right." Hon'ble Supreme Court 
has further held that the "question of regularization of 
service of such casual or adhoc employees may have to be 
considered on merit" in the light of the principle settled by 
Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in the matter of Secretary 
of State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi and others (2006)(4) 
SCC page 1 wherein Hon’ble Court has emphasized that 
the law laid down in Umadevi & Others case must be 
followed by each and every court this country. This 
judgement of Hon'ble Supreme Court coupled with the 
judgement in CA No. 292/2009, this Tribunal is of the 
opinion that the Petitioner has not been able to make out a 
case for reinstatement in the service because he was not 


appointed on regular basis following the principles of 
appointment in the public service. The Petitioner has 
claimed that juniors to him have been absorbed but he has 
not been able to prove that a single person junior to him is 
in service as such, this contention is also baseless. 

12. The Petitioner of this case has filed this petition 
after 20 years i.e., after great delay and latches, that itself is 
a ground for dismissal of his case. Point Nos. (1) and (II) are 
decided accordingly. 

13. Point No. (Ill): Petitioner has not been able to 
prove thathis services were terminated illegally or arbitrarily 
or anybody junior to him has been retained by the 
management as such, he is not entitled for any relief. Point 
No. (Ill) isdecided accordingly. 

14. From the above discussion, this Tribunal is of 
the opinion that Petition deserves to be dismissed and it is 
dismissed. Hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 7th day of 
April, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined 

for the Petitioner for the Respondent 

WWlrSriR. KumaraSwamy MWl:SriP. 

Satyanarayana 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. Wl: Certificate/Identity card 

Ex. W2: Muster roll book of Petitioner 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

Ex.Ml: Copy of DGP &T Ir. No. 270/6/84-STN 
dt. 30.3.1985 

Ex. M2: Copy of DOT, New Delhi Ir. No. 270-6/84-STN 
dt. 22.6.88 

Ex. M3: Copy of office memorandum No.269-4/93-STN- 

II(Pt.)dt. 12.2.99 

Ex. M4: Copy of office memoradum No. 269-4/93-STN- 

II(Pt.)dt. 15.6.99 

Ex.M5: Copy of extract of rules/guidelines relating to 
retention schedule Appendix-3 ofFHB Vul-III 
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New Delhi, the 30th November, 2011 

S.O. 3766.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 55/2005) 
oftheCew/. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad as shown in the A.«nexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the management of 
M/s Singareni Collieries Company Limited, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
30/11/2011). 

[No. L-22012/279/2004-lR(CM-Il] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRI BUN ALCUM LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present:—Shri Ved Prakash Gaur 

Presiding Officer 

Dated the 26th day of September, 2011 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 55/2005 

Between: 

The General Secretary, 

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana), 

Singareni Collieries Employees Council (INTUC), 

BCH 30, Vittal Nagar, 

Godavarikhani-505209. .Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd, 

Sreerampur Division, 

Sreerampur. .Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner: M/s. A. Sarojana, K. Vasudeva Reddy 
& Pumachandar Rao, Advocates 

For the Respondent: M/s. P.A.V.V.S. Sarma& Vijaya 
Lakshmi Panguluri, Advocates 

AWARD 

This claim petition has been registered on the basis 
of reference received from the Government of India, Ministry 


of Labour by its order No. L-22012/279/2004-IR(M) 
dated 12.7.2005 under section 10(lXd)ofthe I.D. Act, 1947 
for adjudication to this Tribunal between the management 
of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their 
workman. The terms of reference is: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the demand of Singareni Collieries 

Employees Council for reinstatement of Shri D. 

Philoman, Coal Filler, SRP-3 & 3 A inc., Sreerampur 

Division into the services of Singareni Collieries 

Company Ltd., is legal and justified? If so, to what 

relief the workman is entitled?" 

On the receipt of this reference notices were issued 
to the parties calling upon the parties to file their respective 
claims. 

2. It has been stated by the Petitioner union that 
workman Sri D. Philoman was appointed on compassionate 
grounds as badli filler on 17.12.1990 and was confirmed as 
coal filler. However, while he was working at SRP 3 & 3A 
Incline, he became sick from January', 1996 to December, 
1996 and was under treatment in the company's hospital 
from 1996 to 1997. He took treatment upto 12/98, became 
healthy and submitted his fitness certificate to the join his 
duty. Without considering the man days workman spent 
on sickness i.e., TB treating those musters as absenteeism 
a charge sheet dated 19.8.1997 was issued to him alleging 
therein that workman was absent during the period from 
January, 1996 to December, 1996 without sufficient cause 
which amounts to misconduct under company’s Standing 
Orders No. 25.25 and 25.31. Workman was not aware of 
issuance of charge sheet or of enquiry. He came to know 
that he was dismissed by order dated 18.8.2000. 

3. Petitioner workman has submitted sick certificate 
and explained reasons for his inability to attend the duty 
which was considered by the Enquiry Officer as well as by 
the Disciplinary Authority as such, he was put to great 
prejudice. He was unaw are of the charge sheet as well as 
enquiry notice and its paper publication. Thus, he could 
not participate in the enquiry. Petitioner was absent due to 
ill-health. Enquiry Officer has submitted his enquiry report 
with a predetermined notion as such, the order passed on 
such enquiry report is bad and deserves to be quashed. 
The action of the Respondents in dismissing the Petitioner 
from service is illegal, arbitrary, violative of principles of 
natural justice and hence, be set aside directing the 
Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner with all 
consequential benefits etc.. 

4. Management has submitted counter statement 
alleging therein that Petitioner remained absent for the year 
1996 which hampered the working of the company, the 
absence of the Petitioner was without any sufficient cause 
Petitioner’s contention that he was not afforded proper 
opportunity is incorrect. Petitioner was initially appointed 
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on 17.12.1996 as badli filler. He had put in 130 and 102 
musters only during the years 1994 and 1995 respectively. 
He could attend only 47 days in the year 1996 and remained 
absent on other days in the calendar year 1996 for which a 
charge sheet was issued to the Petitioner. As per records 
Petitioner worker was on half pay leave from 20.4.1996 to 
7.7. 1996, he was made fit for his duties from 8.7.1996 by the 
Colliery Medical Officer in the company Hospital and 
thereafter the employee remained absent without any 
intimation, leave or sufficient cause during the year 1996. 

5. Charge sheet was sent to his home address by 
registered post acknowledgement due which was returned 
undelivered by postal authorities and hence, the charge 
sheet cum enquiry notices was published in the Telugu 
daily Andhra Jyothi dated 19,11.1997 advising the Petitioner 
to submit his written explanation and also to attend for an 
enquiry on 24.11.1997. As the Petitioner did not attend 
enquiry on the said date, Enquiry Officer was left with no 
option but to conduct ex-parte enquiry. As per enquiry 
report charge levelled against Petitioner was established 
and he was held guilty of the charge. He did not inform his 
superiors about his ill-health. Show cause notice dated 
23.2.1998 was sent to the home address of the employee 
under registered post acknowledgement due which 
employee had acknowledged but did not submit any reply 
to the show- cause notice. Workman did not improve his 
attendance even after issuance of charge sheet as he had 
put in 12 musters in 1997, nil musters in 1998, 1999 and 
2000. The company has provided medical facilities by 
establishing hospitals, the Petitioner did not report to the 
company hospital for his alleged sickness thus, his 
submission that he was absent due to ill-health is 
unfounded. Enquiry Officer has given his finding on the 
material placed before him by the management and no fault 
can be find in the enquiry report, it is based on evidence 
and Petitioner's dismissal order is not disproportionate to 
the misconduct committed by him since Petitioner was not 
regular to his duties company has dismissed him which is 
neither illegal nor invalid, his absenteeism is grave 
misconduct within the Standing Orders 25.25 of the company 
and dismissal is not bad in the light of the case law reported 
in 1996(1) SCC 302 State of U.P. and others Vs. Ashok 
Kumar Singh. The reference is liable to be answered in 
negative as devoid of merits. 

6. Parties were directed to produce documentary 
evidence in support of their claims. Petitioner has not filed 
any document. The Respondent has filed charge sheet, 
undelivered cover with acknowledgement returned by 
postal authorities, Telugu daily 'Andhra Jyothi’, domestic 
enquiry proceedings, enquiry report, show' cause notice, 
postal acknowledgement of receipt of show cause notice, 
service particulars of the workman, and dismissal order 
dated 18.8.2000. 


7. The question of the legality and validity of domestic 
enquiry held by the management was taken up as preliminary 
point, it is pertinent to mention that Learned Counsel for the 
Petitioner moved memo dated 10.11.2008 conceding the 
validity and legality of the domestic enquiry as such, the 
domestic enquiry was held to be legal and valid. 

8. Both counsels filed written arguments. I have heard 
counsels for the parties and also have gone through the 
claim petition, counter statement and documents. 

9. It is admitted fact that the Petitioner has put in 
only 47 musters during the year 1996 for which a charge 
sheet dated 19.8.1997 was sent to the Petitioner which was 
returned undelivered. Respondent has given paper 
advertisement containing charge sheet as well as enquiry 
notice in the Andhra Jyothi daily news paper. Petitioner 
did not attend enquiry as such, exparte enquiry was held 
where charge against the Petitioner was held proved. On 
the basis of the report submitted by the Enquiry Officer 
dismissal order has been passed against the Petitioner 
which is under challenge. In this case this tribunal has to 
consider: 

(I) Whether the absence of Petitioner during the year 
1996 was for any sufficient and reasonable cause or not 
and the report of Enquiry Officer is based on evidence or 
not and whether the demand of Singareni Collieries 
Employees Council for reinstatement of Shri D. Philoman, 
Coal Filler, SR.P-3 & 3 A Inc., Sreerampur Division into the 
services of the Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., is legal 
and justified? 

(II) Whether the punishment imposed upon the 
Petitioner is disproportionate to the misconduct committed 
by the Petitioner? 

10. Point No. (1): The Petitioner union has submitted 
that workman remained ill during the year 1996dueto which 
he remained absent and put in 47 musters during the year 
1996. Worker has not been able to produce single document 
before the Enquiry Officer to substantiate allegations of 
sickness, Since absence of the Petitioner workman was 
admitted by the workman himself through his claim petition 
it was the sole duty of the Petitioner workman to prove that 
his absence was due to any cogent reason or sufficient 
cause. Workman was unable to prove that his absence 
during the year 1996 was due to sufficient reason. Though 
he stated that he was absent due to ill-health but he has 
not provided any material or proof in support of his illness. 
Even if it is presumed that Petitioner workman remained 
absent due to the ill-health why he did not inform his 
superiors regarding his illness, has not been explained by 
him. Petitioner did not attend enquiry, nor responded to 
the enquiry report, thus, exparte enquiry has become 
unavoidable in his case and the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer is based on evidence and reasoning that Petitioner 
workman’s absence during the year 1996 was without reason 
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and sufficient cause and no fault can be find in die finding 
arrived at by the Enquiry Officer. Though workman has 
alleged that the enquiry was held exparte, he should have 
submitted supporting material facts or documents whatever 
may be in support of his ill-health at least before this Tribunal 
for consideration. But nothing was brought by him before 
this Tribunal as such, his contention that he suffered ill- 
health is unfounded and baseless. 

11. This tribunal is also of the opinion that the 
Petitioner workman remained absent without any intimation 
to his employer during the year 1996, his absence was 
without any reasonable or sufficient cause and thereby 
the workman has committed misconduct mentioned in para 
25.25 of the Standing Orders of the company. The demand 
of Singareni Collieries Employees Council for reinstatement 
of Shri D. Philoman, Coal Filler, SRP-3 & 3 A Inc., Sreerampur 
Division into the services of the Singareni Collieries 
Company Ltd., is illegal and unjustified. Point No. 1 is 
decided accordingly. 

12 Point No.2: So far as the question of punishment 
is concerned the Petitioner has not been able to justify his 
absence during the year 1996 and he attended only 47 
musters though the Respondent management has stated 
in the counter statement that Petitioner workman remained 
absent during the years 1994, 1995 and 1997 also which 
was not mentioned in the charge sheet. However, this fact 
was not brought before the Enquiry Officer. As such, the 
previous absence can not be taken into consideration but 
the absence in the year 1996 is surely a grave misconduct 
and management has not committed any mistake is passing 
the punishment of dismissal against the Petitioner. The 
Learned Counsel for the Petitioner has argued that the 
Petitioner's family is starving due to dismissal of the 
Petitioner against which Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent has argued that Petitioner himself is 
responsible for the starvation of the family members, the 
Petitioner was a unwilling worker who has not cared to 
perform his duties with sincerity as such, the punishment 
was proper and interference is not required in this case. 

13.1 agree with the argument of the Learned Counsel 
for the Respondent and 1 am also of the considered opionion 
that the punishment imposed on the Petitioner workman is 
neither excessive nor disproportionate and workman is not 
a deserving person for any lenient view to be taken in his 
favour. The Petitioner workman himself is responsible for 
the starvation of his family members, no interference is 
required in the matter of the punishment. He is not entitled 
for any relief. Point No.2 is decided accordingly. 

14. From the above discussion this Tribunal has 
come to the conclusion that the demand of Singareni 
Collieries Employees Council for reinstatement of 
Shri D.Philoman, Coal Filler, SRP-3 & 3A Inc., Sreerampur 
Division into the services of the Singareni Collieries 
Company Ltd., is illegal and unjustified. The claim of the 


Petitioner union is unfounded, no interference is required 
is this case as such. Petitioner workman is not entitled for 
any relief and hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 26th day of 
September, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer. 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined 

for the Petitioner for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 30th November, 2011 

S.O. 3767.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemmentr hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 17/2003) of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
NAGPUR as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Naigaon Sub Area of 
Western Coalfields Limited, and their workman, received 
by the Central Government on 30/11/2011. 

[No. L-2201 21 140/2002-1R(CM-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRSIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CG1T/NGP/17/2003 Date: 15.11.2011 

Party No. 1 : The Sub Area Manager, Naigaon Sub 

Area of Wester Coalfields Limited, Post- 
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Bellora, Tah.-Wani, Distt.-Yavatma! 
(MS.) 


Versus 

Party No. 2 : Shri Lomesh Maroti Khartad, General 

Secretary, National Colliery Workers 
Congress, Dr. Ambedkar Nagar, 
Ballarpur, PO & The. Ballarpur, Distt. 
Chandrapur. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 15th November, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (t) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act” in short), 
the Central Government has referred the industrial dispute 
between the employers, in relation to the management of 
State Bank ofindia and Shri, for adjudication, as per letter 
No.L-22012/140/2002-JR (CM-II) dated 23.12.2002, with 
the following schedule:— 

"Whether the action of the management of WCL, 
Naigaon Sub Area in not referring Sh. Pogula 
Chinna Rajan, Mining Sirdar to Age Assessment 
Committee/Medical Beard Constituted for the 
purpose to determine the date of birth of the workman 
is just, fair and legal? If not to what relief the 
workman entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman through the union, 
"National Colliery Workers Congress” (’’the union" in short) 
filed his statement of claim and the management of the 
State Bank of India (here-in-after referred to as the Party 
No. !) filed its written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected by the union 
in the statement of claim is that the workman was appointed 
by party No. I as a manual worker and subsequently, he 
was promoted to different posts and his date of birth was 
recorded in the company's record /. t\ the identity card, 
which is a statutory record, duly signed and stamped by 
the officers of party No. 1 as 20 years as on 01.03.1969, but 
his date of birth, according to school leaving certificate 
issued by Xilla Parishad Middle school. Sasti Colliery, 
Chandrapur is 26.06. 1950 and in his shot-firer's certificate 
and Mining Sardar certificate issued by Board of Mining 
examination, under the Mines Act, 95 and Coalmines 
Regulation, 1957 also, his date of birth has been mentioned 
as 26-06-1950 and the manager of Gughus colliery after 
having satisfied about the age of the workman, issued 
certificates of his age, medical fitness, good character, 
educational qualification and experience as required to be 
submitted for obtaining the Shot-Firer and Sirdar 
certificates and in the year 1988 or so, while records of the 
employees were prepared a-fresh, in accordance with the 


amendment of Mines Act, 1952 and Mines Rule, 1955, 
without any basis and in utter disregard to the statutory 
documents of the workman in regard to his date of birth, 
his date of birth was mentioned as 01.01.1947 and though 
the workman represented orally as well as in writing 
including the application dated 17.09.1991 addressed to 
the Manager, Belora Opencaste project to correct his date 
of birth as 26.06.1950, instead on 01.01.1947, his case was 
not considered by party No. I. It is further pleaded by the 
union on behalf of the workman that the procedure for 
determination/verification of age of the employees as 
finalized by JBCCi was circulated vide implementation 
circular No. 37 dated 05.02.1981, in which, it was provided 
that, "wherevere there are variations, a suitable provision 
forage determination committee/medical board would be 
made” by management and the said committee/medical 
board was bound to consider the evidence available with 
the colliery management and/or adduced before it by the 
employee, but management failed to discharge the 
responsibilities and the workman was deprived of getting 
justice and implementation instructions 37 was revised vide 
implementation instruction No. 76 circulated vide No. C1L/ 
NCWA-IITI. 1.76/88/185 dated 25.04.1988 and according 
to the said implementation circular^ "(iiXB) similarly Mining 
Sirdarship, Winding engine or similar other statutory 
certificate, where the management had to certify the date 
of birth will be treated as authentic and in view of the date 
of birth as mentioned in the Sirdar Certificate and Shot 
Firer Certificate of the workman, management should have 
treated the same to be authentic, but management did not 
comply with the specific instruction of JBCCI for correction 
of the date of birth and as there was variation of the age of 
the workman in records, constitution of medical board/ 
Determination committee was required and as the identity 
card was untempered, the workman was entitled for his 
examination by medical board for assessment of his age 
and management has been correcting the date of birth of 
different employees in accordance with the implementation 
instruction No. 76 and management had also agreed to 
deal with age dispute cases in accordance w ith the provision 
of 01.01.1976 of NCWA, on 07.03.2000 in CMD level 
meeting and circulated the minutes of the meeting vide 
reference dated 17.04.2000, but inspite of the attempts made 
by the workman and so also the union to take up the case 
of the workman, management did not respond and the case 
of the workman remained unconsidered. The union has 
prayed for a direction to the management to correct the 
date of birth of the workman as 26.06.1950 on the basis of 
the shot firer and Mininig Sirdar certificates or to send the 
workman to medical board to determine the date of birth. 

3. In the written statement, it is pleaded inter aim by 
the party No. 1 that the union is not competent to raise the 
dispute on behalf of the workman, as the union is not the 
registered union of the workers of Naigaon colliery and the 
union has no following or very little following at Naigaon 
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and there is no community of interest between the union 
and workers of Naigaon colliery and to the best of its 
knowledge, no resolution was adopted in the meeting of 
the members of the union for espousal of the case of the 
workman. The further case of the party No. 1 is that the 
workman was appointed on 01.03.1969 at Robertson Incline 
of Ghugus colliery during the erstwhile private 
management, prior to the Nationalise of Coal Industry and 
in the Statutory "Form B" register maintained by the private 
management his age was recorded as 2 5 years in 1972 along 
with other particulars and the entries have the thumb 
impression of the workman and after nationalization of the 
coal mines in 1973, the "Form B" register had to be remade 
under the management of Western Division of coal mines 
authority Ltd. and accordingly, in the "Form B" register of 
1974, the age of the workman was recorded as 27 years and 
the entries in the said "Form B" register also have the 
thumb impression of the workman and according to the 
Rules, photograph of every employee was to be pasted in 
the "Form B" register, therefore the register was again made 
in the year 1983 and in the said register, the age of the 
workman was recorded as 36 years, which was duly signed 
by him and thus, there was no discrepancy in the age of 
the workman recorded in the "Form B" registers, where 
were made on three occasion having the thumb impression 
and signature of the workman respectively and the 
workman having full knowledge of his age recorded in the 
statutory register had never protested or applied for change 
of his date of birth. It is further pleaded by party No. I that 
in the year 1987, according to the policy decision of C1L, 
the service excerpts of the employees were communicated 
to all including the workman and according to the 
communication made to the workman, his age was recorded 
as 39 years in 1986 and the workman duly signed the service 
excerpts and returned the copy there of to the management 
and on this occasion also, there was no representation by 
the workman for correction of his age and the employers 
are maintaining the service records of all the employees 
containing complete details including age and in the service 
book of the workman, his age was recorded as 39 years in 
1986 and the service book was signed by the workman on 
29.06.1986 and in between 01.03.1969 and the year 1986/87, 
when the date of birth of the workman was recorded in the 
statutory registers and service book, there were at least 
five occasions when his age was recorded and duly signed 
by him, there was never any protested or application by 
the workman for correction of his age and the workman 
started manipulating things, so as to get his date of birth 
corrected and according to the workman himself, the first 
representation exhibit W-5 was made on 17.09.1991 for 
correction of the date of birth and on perusal of the said 
document, it can be found that the contents of the same 
are vague and do not indicate the date of birth, sought to 
be corrected and the same was not accompanied by any 
certificate in proof of his age and thereafter, the case of the 
workman was represented by the union in the year 2001, 
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after a gap of nearly nine years and in the Gas Testing 
certificate of the workman dated 09.06.1977, his date of 
birth has been recorded as 12th March, 1947, which tallies 
with the age recorded in its records and there being no 
discrepancy in the recorded age ofthe workman in statutory 
as well as other relevant documents, there was no 
justification in referring his case to medical board/age 
assessment committee and the identity card is fake and 
manipulated and the school leaving certificate on the face 
of it, appears to be manipulated and managed and union 
has suppressed a very material fact that before passing 
Shot Firer's and Mining Sirdarship examination, the 
workman had obtained Gas testing certificate from the same 
department, i.e. department of Mines, Government of India, 
in which his date of birth has been mentioned as 12.03.1947 
and the working has put his left thumb impression on the 
Gas Testing certificate and if the date of birth recorded in 
the said certificate was not correct, then the workman should 
have raised objection to the same and apparently and 
deliverately, the age of the workman in the subsequent 
certificates was manipulated, without producing the first 
certificate and in view of the contradictory' entries in the 
certificates issued by the department of the Mines with 
regard to his age, no reliance can be placed on the same 
and matter is to be considered in light ofthe statutory and 
other records available with the management and the 
workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. In the rejoinder, it is pleaded by the union on behalf 
of the workman that the union is entitled to represent the 
workman and though WCL is a state within the meaning of 
Article 12 ofthe Constitution of India, it had adopted unfair 
labour practice by not correcting the date of birth of the 
workman, basing on the Shot Firer’s and Mining Sirdar 
certificates, though party No. 1 had corrected the date of 
birth of number of other employees on the same basis. 

5. Besides placing reliance on documentary evidence, 
both the parties have led oral evidence in support of their 
respective stands. The union has examined the workman 
as a witness, whereas, one L.V. Raju, Personnel Manager 
(1R) has been examined as a witness on bahalf of party 
No. 1. 

The examination-in-chief of the workman on affidavit 
is the reiteration ofthe facts mentioned in the statement of 
claim and rejoinder. However, in his cross-examination, the 
workman has admitted that when he applied for Shot Firer 
certificate, he was told by Jagrupan Babu that school 
leaving certificate showing educational qualification would 
be required, so he obtained the school leaving certificate, 
Exhibit W-10 form the school and the said certificate was 
sent by Jagrupan for obtaining Shot Firer's certificate and 
he passed Mining Sirdar certificate in 1981 and he had 
applied in the prescribed form for the examination of Mining 
Sirdar and he had attached the same school leaving 
certificate, Exhibit W-10 along with the prescribed form 
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and he had passed Gas testing examination before obtaining 
the Shot Firer’s certificate and Mining Sirdar certificate 
and he passed the said examination on 09.06.1977 and his 
date of birth in the said certificate has been mentioned as 
12.03.1947 and the said certificate was issued by the 
department of Mines and he did not apply the department 
of Mines protesting about wrong mentioning of the date 
of birth in Gas testing certificate. He has further stated that 
Exhibit M-5 is his service book and his date of birth was 
not mentioned as 26.07.1950 in his service book and his 
age has been mentioned as 39 years in the year 1986 and he 
had not represented against the same and management 
had taken steps for correcting the date of birth by calling 
information i.e. service excerpt and the copy of the same, 
Exhibit M^6 is filed by the management and Exhibit M-6 
bears his signature in token of receipt of the copy of the 
same'. 

6. The evidence of L. V. Raju is in the line of the facts 
mentioned in the written statement by the party No. I. In 
his cross-examination, this witness has stated that NCWA 
are binding on the workman and so also the management 
and in the certificate. Exhibit W-8, the date of birth of the 
workman has been mentioned as 26.06.1950 and the 
management is under obligation to implement NCWA. 

7. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the union is entitled 
to raise the dispute on behalf of the workman and it is well 
established that in dealing with industrial matters, industrial 
adjudication should not encourage technical pleas. It was 
further submitted that party No. 1 is bound to implement 
the directions of NCWA and to implement instruction No. 
76 and inspite of the documents filed by the workman to 
correct his date of birth as 26.06.1950 in his service records 
and party No. 1 has corrected the date of birth of number of 
other employees situated in the same footing like the 
workman, basing on the date of birth mentioned in their 
respective Mining Sirdar certificate and the management 
suppressed the record of school-leaving certificate and 
did not produce the same and as such, management is 
guilty of suppression of vital document and in view of the 
documents produced and evidence adduced, the party 
No. 1 be directed to correct the date of birth of workman 
and he be given all consequential benefits on the basis of 
such correction of date of birth. 

In support of such contention, reliance was placed 
by the learned advocate for the workman on the decisions 
reported in 1984 SCC-392 (Workman Employed by 
Hindustan Lever Ltd Vs. Hindustan Liver Ltd), AIR 1986 
SC-132 (H.D. Singh Vs. Reserve Bank of India), AIR 1994 
SC-853 (S.P.C.Naidu Vs. Jagannath), 1999-ISCC-177 (Bharat 
Cooking Coal Ltd. Vs. Raghunath Balmiki), AIR 2002-SC- 
509 (Cement Corpn. of India Ltd. Vs. Raghbir Singh), 2008 
LAB l.C. 2677 (Jharkhand High Court) (Kamta Pand Vs. 
BCCL & others), 2001 -1 -SCC-371 (National Engineering 


Industries Ltd. Vs. State of Rajasthan), 2007 (115) FLR-427 
(SC) (Mohan Mahto Vs. M/s. Central Coal Fields Ltd & 
others), AIR I968-SC-1413 (GK. KetkarVs. Md. Haji Latif) 
and 1995 Supp (3) SSC-442 (Managing Director, Orissa 
Textile Mills Ltd Vs. MandhardhrNaik), 

8. On the other hand, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party No. 1 that the union is not competent 
to raise the dispute on behalf of the workman, as its very 
existence and status is questionable and it does not have 
sufficient following in the establishment in question and 
there was no resolution passed by the members of the 
union to espouse the dispute. In support of such 
contention, reliance was placed on the decisions reported 
in AIR 1966 SC-182 (Workman of Dharampal Premchand 
Vs. Dharmpal Premchand) and AIR 1970 SC-182 ( Workmen 
of Indian Express Newspaper Pvt. Ltd. Vs. The Management 
of Indian Express News Paper Pvt. Ltd. 

It was further submitted that the documents 
produced and evidence adduced by the party No. 1 clearly 
show that there was no discrepancy in the management's 
records regarding the age of the workman, so there is no 
question of correcting the date of birth of the workman and 
the documents filed by the workman i.e. school-leaving 
certificate and identity card are not genuine documents 
and the other documents produced by the workman do 
not have any evidentiary value and the workman had never 
represented to the management for referring this case to 
age assessment committee and as the case of the employees 
referred by the workman regarding correction of date of 
birth, basing on Mining Sirdar certificate are not the same 
and similar to the case of the workman and for that, the 
workman is not entitled for correction of date of birth and 
the dispute was raised by the workman at the last stage 
and of his service career and on that ground only, he is not 
entitled for any relief. 

In support of the contentions, reliance has been 
placed by the learned advocate for the party No. 1 on the 
decisions reported in 1995 LABIC-1825 (Bum Standard 
Company Ltd. & Another vs. Dinabardher Mazumdar and 
2001 LAB IC 1400 (Hindustan Liver Vs. S.M. Jadhav). 

So keeping in view' the principles enunicated by the 
Hon’ble courts in the decisions cited by the learned 
advocates for the parties, the present case at hand is to be 
•considered. 

9. So far the submission made by the learned 
advocate for the party No. 1 that the union is not competent 
to espouse the dispute is concerned, from the documents 
filed on record and the provision of section 36( 1 )(a) of the 
Act, it is found that the union is competent to espouse the 
dispute on behalf of the workman. 

10. Before delving into the merit of the matter, it is 
necessary to mention here that as per the schedule of 
reference, it is to be adjudicated as to whether the action of 
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party No. 1 in not referring the workman to age assessment 
committee/ Medical Board constituted for the purpose to 
determine the date of birth is just, fair and proper or not. 
However, in the statement of claim, the union has made 
prayer to correct the date of birth of the workman as 
26.06.1950, basing on the date of birth mentioned in the 
Mining Sirdar certificate and Shot Firer's certificate, besides 
passing necessary orders to direct the party No. 1 to send 
the workman to medical board to determine his date of 
birth. It is well settled in a number of decisions by the 
Hon'ble Apex Court that, the Tribunal cannot travel beyond 
the schedule of reference and is to confine the adjudication 
to the schedule of reference. Hence, the prayer for 
correction of the date of birth of the workman made by the 
union cannot be entertained. 

11. It is clear from the documents on record, the 
pleadings of the parties and the evidence adduced that the 
workman has based his claim on implementation instruction 
No. 76 of 88, which was issued for determination/ 
verification of the age of the employees and for resolution 
of dispute cases of service records as per the decision of 
J BCC1-IV. I think it proper to mention here about instruction 
Nos. 4, 5, 6, 11, 12, 13 and para (B) of Annexure-1 of the 
implementation instruction No. 76, as the same are necessary 
for adjudication of the dispute, which read as follows:— 

"4. Final approved decisions are given below serially 

for implementation. The procedure/orders outlined 

hereunder are in supercession of the existing 

procedure/orders. 

5. Undisputed case 

It was agreed that in undisputed cases, with a view 
to have stable record of service, the entire date in the service 
record should be computerized and a copy should be 
retained in the Colliery/Project/Area/Subsidiary level and 
not be reopened. It was also agreed that after the task of 
computerization is over, a copy of the print out will be 
given to the employee concerned. 

6. Procedure for determination/verification of the 
age of employee. The earlier implementation instruction 
No. 37 dated 5th February 1981 has been revised and the 
same is enclosed as Annexure-I. 

(11) The decision of the Age determination committee/ 
Medical Board will be binding and final. 

(12) It was also agreed that age disputes pending in 
the case of employees superannuated on and after 1 st July, 
1987 will be examined in accordance with the revised 
procedure and all past cases will not be opened. 

(13) The above procedure will come into force with 
immediate effect and will supersede the existing procedure/ 
orders, if any, on the subject. 


Paragraph (B) of Annexure-1 attached to 
implementation Instruction 76 read as follows:— 

(B) Review /determination of date of birth in respect 
of existing employees. 

(i) (a) In the case of existing employees Matriculation 
Certificate or Higher Secondary Certificate issued by the 
recognized Universities or Board or Middle Pass Certificate 
issued by the Board of Education and/or Department of 
Public Instruction and admit card issued by the aforesaid 
bodies should be treated as correct provided they were 
issued by the said Universities/Boards/Institutions prior 
to the date of employment. 

(i) (b) Similarly, Mining Sirdarship, winding engine 
or similar other statutory certificates where the Manager 
had to certify the date of Birth will be treated as authentic: 

Provided that where both documents mentioned in 
(i) (a) and (i) (b) above are available, the date of birth 
recorded in (i) (a) will be treated as unauthentic. 

(ii) Wherever there is no variation in records, such 
cases will not be reopened unless there is a very glaring 
and apparent wrong entry brought to the notice of the 
management the management after being satisfied on the 
merit of the case will take appropriate action for correction 
through Age Determination Committee/Medical Board." 

12. It is clear from the materials on record that the 
party No. 1 implemented the implementation instruction 
No. 76 and corrected the date of birth of some employees, 
basing on the Mining Sirdar certificate. The workman has 
filed documents of some of the other employees, whose 
date of birth were changed basing on Mining Sirdar 
certificate. It is also found the party No. 1 (WCL) agreed to 
consider the correction of the date of birth of some of the 
employees as on 27-02.2002. However, the workman is not 
entitled for correction of his date of birth on the basis that 
party No. 1 had corrected the date of birth of some of other 
employees, basing on Mining Sirdar certificate, as there is 
no legal and reliable evidence to show that the cases of the 
employees, whose date of birth were corrected are similar 
to the case of the present workman. 

13. Moreover, it is clear from the implementation 
instruction No. 76 that the first and foremost thing 
necessary for consideration of correction of date of birth 
of an employee is that there must be variation in records 
about the date of birth of the said employee. The present 
workman has no where pleaded that at the time of his 
joining service, he had produced the school leaving 
certificate, and basing on such certificate his date of birth 
was recorded. According to him, his age was mentioned as 
20 years as on 01-03-69, in the identity card issued by 
Gughus colliery. On perusal ofthe identity card. Exhibit W- 
12, it is found that the same is not a genuine identity card. 
Admittedly, the workman joined service on 01.03.69 as a 
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manual worker and subsequently promoted as a dresser. If 
the said identity card had actually been issued on 01.03.69 
by Gughus colliery, then in the said identity card, the 
designation of the workman should have been mentioned 
a^manual worker and not as a dresser, category-III. The 
dateOl .03.69 has been mentioned in exhibit W-I2 Just above 
the column meant for signatupe/LHT ofholder, even though 
there is no provision for the same. It is also found that the 
age of the workman as mentioned in Exhibit W-12 is also 
not correct, as per the own claim of the workman. It also 
appears that the workman has put his LHT on the same 
instead of signing on the same, which clearly shows that 
the workman did not produce any school-leaving certificate 
at the time of his joining service. 

So far the school-leaving certificate is concerned, on 
perusal of the original and the duplicate certificate produce 
by the workman, it is found that there are material 
differences in the name of the workman, his father's name 
and other particulars, which create doubt regarding the 
genuineness of the same. Moreover, in the school-leaving 
certificate, it is mentioned that the workman had passed 
class-IV in 1964. The certificate was issued on 29.09.77, i.e. 
not before the appointment of the workman. The same is 
also not issued by any board. It is also found that basing 
on such tainted school leaving certificate, the Shot Firer's 
certificate and Mining Sirdar certificate were obtained by 
the workman. 

On the other hand, the documents, i.e. three "form 
B” registers, service excerpts, service book and Gas Testing 
certificate show that there was no variation of the age of 
the workman in the records of party No. 1. It is also 
necessary to mention here that after implementation of 
Instruction No. 76, the service excerpts, Exhibit M-6, of the 
workman was supplied to him and in exhibit M-6, the age of 
the workman was mentioned as 39 years in 1986. The 
workman received the service excerpts and signed the same 
and returned the same to the management without any 
objection. The workman also signed the service book, in 
which his age was mentioned as 39 years in 1986. The claim 
of the workman that in 1988 or so, when the party No. I 
prepared the records afresh, recorded his date of birth as 
01.07.1947 is found not be at all correct, from the materials 
on record. As there was no variation in the age of the 
workman in the records of party No. 1, there was no question 
of reopening of the case of the workman. Hence, there was 
also no question of referring the workman to Age 
Assessment Committee/Medical Board constituted for the 
purpose to determine the date of birth. Hence, it is 
ordered:— 


ORDER 

The Action of the management of WCL, Naigaon 
Sub Area in not referring Sh. Pogula Chinna Rajan, 
Mining Sirdar to Age Assessment Committee/Medical 
Board Constituted for the purpose to determine the date of 


birth of the woi kman is just, fair and legal The workman 
is not entitled to any relief. 

J.P CHAND, Presiding Officer 

^ 30 2011 

^T°3TT° 3768.—aMfW 1947 

(1947 ^>r 14) 17 ^ 3T ^ ' <q 3 

3 staffers srfosrn, ^ w 

(Wf #n 51/2006) t, 

mw 30/11/2011 £3fT «rn 

!#> T^-220i3/i/20ii-3n$3nr (^ft-il)j 

^ ^ W 

New Delhi, the 30th November, 2011 

S.O, 3768.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award /Ref.No. 51/2006) 
of the Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Godavarikhani. as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of SCCL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 30.11.2011. 

fNo. L-22013/1/2011-1R(C-11)] 
D.S.S. SR1N l VASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXUilE 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-L ABOUR COURT, COD,* VARJKHANI, DISTT. 
KARIMNAGAR V A.P.) 

Present: Sri M.Syamaia Rat',BA., B.L., 
Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer. 

THURSDAY, THE ! 7TH DAY OF NO /EMBER, 2011. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 5i OF2006. 

Between: 

J. Venkateshwarlu, S/o. Mallaiah, 

Aged about 38 years, Occ: Ex-Employee, 

Jawahamagar, Near Raghava Rao Store, 

H.No. D-l 127, Godavarikhani Stadium 
Opp: Godavarikhani, Distt. Karimnagar. 


1. The Colliery Manager, 

Vlth Incline,Godavarikhani. 

2. The General Manager, 
Ramagundam Area-I, 
Godavarikhani. 
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3. The Managing Director, 

Singareni Collieries Co. Ltd., 

Kothagudem, Distt. Khammam. 

.......Respondents. 

The Industrial Dispute petition U/Sec. 2-A (2) of I.D., 
Act, coming on before me for final hearing on 31-10-2011, 
upon perusing all the documents on record and upon 
hearing the arguments of Sri S. Bhagavantha Rao, 
Advocate, for the petitioner and Sri D. Krishnamurthy, 
Advocate, for the respondents, having stood over for 
consideration till this date, the court passed the 
following:— 

AWARD 

1. This is an Industrial Dispute petition filed by the 
petitioner U/Sec. 2-A(2) of I.D. Act, 1947 to direct the 
respondents to reinstate the petitioner into service with 
continuity and other attendant benefits including full back 

wages. 

2. The brief facts of the petition are that the petitioner 
is appointed as an employee on 29-4-1994 and discharging 
his duties to the fullest satisfaction of superiors till upto 
removal from service on 12-8-2004. The services of the 
petitioner are governed by various regulations of standing 
orders of the company. 

3. And that the petitioner remained absent to duties 
because of ill-health. The respondents conducted an 
enquiry by giving charge sheet No. RG.GDK 6/R008/04/ 
351, dt. 30-1 -2004 and a show-cause notice issued dt. 13-5- 
2004 under the charge under 25:25 of standing orders of 
company is initiated against the petitioner and terminated 
from service. The charge of the petitioner is as follows:— 

"Habitual late attendance or habitual absence from 

duty without sufficient cause” 

4. The petitioner submitted explanation dt. 8-2-2004 
and not considered and terminated from service. The 
petitioner has given explanation to all the stages of the 
case. 

5. And that the charge of misconduct is a simple 
misconduct. The enquiry proceedings are in English only. 
The petitioner did not understand the proceedings in 
English and thereby signed on white papers without 
explaining the proceedings recorded by the enquiry officer. 
The respondents conducted a defective enquiry and the 
enquiry conducted is an arbitrary, illegal and against to the 
principles of natural justice and the petitioner prays to 
decide the validity of domestic enquiry as a preliminary 
issue. The petitioner has fallen on roads with untold 
problems and solves along with family and children and he 
preferred an appeal against the aggrieved orders of G.M., 
i.e. 3rd respondent as there is no response and not given 
any response. Thereupon he lost all hopes in the 
respondent company and preferred the present petition 


for judicious adjudication. Therefore prays for an award as 
above. 

6. The respondent No. 2 filed his counter denying all 
the allegations made in the petition. The respondent No. 1 
& 3 adopted the counter of R-2 by filing a memo. 

7. The brief facts of the counter Re-2 are that it is a 
government company incorporated under the provisions 
of company’s Act, 1956 for carrying out the business of 
winning and selling the coal and that since the coal mining 
industry is a Central subject, the appropriate Government 
for this respondent/management is Central Government. 
The respondents submits that as per Sec. 7(a)( 1) of ID Act 
the appropriate Government may by notification in the 
official gazette constitutes one or more Industrial Tribunals 
for the adjudication of Industrial Disputes relating to any 
matter whether specified in the 2nd or 3rd schedule and for 
performing such other functions as may be assigned to 
them under this Act. 

8. And that the Central Government established an 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court at Hyderabad from 
29-12-2000 for adjudication oflndustrial Disputes and the 
petitioner ought to have approached the said Tribunal for 
redressal of grievance, if any. But the petitioner 
conveniently avoided to file his petition before the Tribunal 
established by the Central Government for the reasons 
best known to him and the petition is not maintainable 
under law and the same may be dismissed on this ground 
alone. And the maintainability of the dispute raised by the 
petitioner may be decided as a preliminary issue before 
proceeding with the trial. 

9. And that the petitioner failed to exhaust the 
conciliation procedure as laid down in the ID., Act and 
filed present petition U/Sec. 2(A)(2) of ID Act, 1947 as 
amended byA.P., Amended Act, 1987 (Act No. 32/87) and 
that as appropriate Government lor coal mining industry is 
a Central Government, the State amendment Act is not 
applicable to the respondent company and the petition 
filed by the petitioner is not mainainable under law' and is 
liable to be dismissed in limini. 

10. And that the petitioner was appointed in the 
respondents company on 21 -6-1994 as Badli Filler and he 
had remained absent from duty on a number ofdays without 
leave or sufficient cause and put-in only 56 musters during 
the calendar year 2003. He was issued with a charge-sheet 
dt. 30-1 -2004 under company's standing orders No. 25:25 
which reads as "Habitual late attendance or habitual 
absence from duty without sufficient cause" he 
acknowledged the same and submitted explanation dt. 
8-2-2004 which was found not satisfactory. An enquiry 
notice dt. 10-3-2004 was issued to him advising him to 
attend enquiry on 15-3-2004 along with his witnesses if 
any to defend his case in the enquiry. He acknowledged 
the enquiry notice and fully participated in the enc iiry on 
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15-3-2004. He was given free, full and fair opportunity to 
defend himself in the enquiry. The procedure of enquiry 
was explained to the petitioner. He expressed no objection 
for recording the enquiry proceedings in English which are 
being explained to him in Telugu language to which he 
acquainted with. He was given opportunity to cross examine 
the management witnesses. The management witnesses 
deposed that the petitioner was charge sheeted for 
remaining absence for duty without sufficient cause during 
the year 2003. In support of their statement, the management 
witnesses have produced pay sheets and attendance 
registers for the year January, 2003 to December 2003 
pertaining to the petitioner and they were verified by the 
enquiry officer in the presence of the petitioner and found 
that the petitioner was marked absence as mentioned in 
the charge-sheet. And that the petitioner in his statement 
has admitted the charge levelled against him. He stated 
that during the calendar year 2003, his health was not good. 
He was suffering from sever pain over lower lumber reasons 
since 1996 hence he has remained absent to duty for the 
dates mentioned in the charge-sheet during the period 
January, 2003 to December, 2003 and he did not produce 
any witness or documents in support of his statement. 
Based on the statement given by the management 
witnesses which was supported by the evidence produced 
and on voluntarily admission of guilty of the petitioner the 
charge levelled against him proved beyond doubt. The 
enquiry was conducted in accordance with principles of 
natural justice and this court may decide the validity of 
domestic enquiry as a preliminary issue and permit the 
respondent to lead evidence if this court comes to a 
conclusion that the domestic enquiry is not valid. 

11. And that a show-cause notice dt. 13-5-2004 along 
with copies of enquiry notice and enquiry proceedings 
was issued on him advising him to make any representations 
against the contents of the enquiry proceedings and report. 
As he was not attending for duty the same was sent to his 
residential address by Regd. Post with Ack., due. He 
acknowledged the same, he did not submit any 
representation. The attendance particulars of the petitioner 
from the year 1999 to 2004 are furnished hereunder:— 

Year Actual Musters 

1999 108 


2000 

2001 

2002 


103 

108 

102 


2003 (charge sheeted year) 056 

2004 (upto June) 013 

12. And that the petitioner has failed to improve his 
attendance even after issuing the charge sheet also. It 
clearly shows that he has no interest to do work in the 


respondent company. As such, the management was 
constrained to dismiss the petitioner from the services of 
the company w.e.f, 12-8-2004 vide order dt. 9-8-2004. 

13. Regarding the petitioner's ill-health, it is submitted 
the respondent company is carry ing out mining operations, 
which is engaged in exploration, excavation, extractions 
and winning of coal in the 4 Districts of A. R, i.e., Khammam, 
Karimnagar, Adilabad and Warangal and has a well 
established chain of hospitals in all its areas and also in the 
nearby to cater to the health requirements of its employees 
and their family members. It is also mandatory under the 
Mines Act/Regulations to maintain the hospitals that are 
manned by qualified medical practitioners. Also the 
respondent company has rules and regulations to refer the 
cases of complicated diseases to outside hospitals like 
Osmania General Hospital, Gandhi Medical hospitals and 
Nizams Institute of Medical Sciences and the charges are 
also borne by the respondent company. The petitioner fully 
aware of the same but did not avail the facilities. He never 
reported at company hospitals for treatment and sick leave. 

14. And that the respondents company employees 
more than 83 thousand persons which includes workmen, 
executives and supervisors. The production results will 
depend upon the over all attendance and performance of 
each and every individual. They are inter linked and 
insufferable. In this regard if any one remains absence, 
without prior leave or without any justified cause, the work 
to be performed gets effected. Such unauthorised absence 
creates sudden void, which at times is very difficult to fill 
up, and there will be no proper planning and already planned 
schedules gets suddenly disturbed without prior notice. 
That is the reason why the respondents' company is 
compelled to take severe action against the unauthorised 
absentees. In the instant case the petitioner is one such 
unauthorised absentee having been only 56 days 
attendance in the year 2003 and he has not improved his 
attendance and work performance after issuing the charge 
sheet. He had put in less musters from the year 1999 
onwards. With the advent and implementation of more 
industrial and economic policies by the Central/State 
Governments as well as the company, the company cannot 
go on employing the persons who are chronic absentees, 
who are a burden to the company. As such the respondents’ 
company was constrained to dismiss the petitioner for 
unautorised absenteeism w.e.f, 12-8-2004 vide order dt. 
9-8-2004. Therefore prays to dismiss the petition with costs. 

15. At the time of settlement of prel iminary issue, it is 
was settled by this Tribunal that the domestic enquiry 
conducted is legal, proper, valid and binding on the parties. 

16. No witnesses are examined on either side, but 
Ex. W-l is marked on behalf of the petitioner and Ex. M-l to 
Ex. M-8 are marked on behalf of the respondents. 

17. Heard both sides, perused the material papers on 
record. 
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18. Now the points that arises for consideration 

are:— 

(1) Whether the present petition is maintainable before 
this Tribunal? 

(2) Whether the charge framed against the petitioner 
is proved? 

(3) Whether the order of removal of the petitioner from 
service is justified? 

(4) To what relief the petitioner is entitled? 

19. POINT NO. 1:— 

It is the case of the respondents that the respondents 
company incorporated under the provisions of Company's 
Act 1956 for carrying out the business and selling the coal 
and since the coal mining industry is a Central subject, the 
appropriate Government for this respondents/management 
is Central Government and that as per Sec. 7A(1) of I.D., 
Act, the appropriate Government by may its notification 
the official gazette constitute one or more industrial 
tribunals for adjudication of industrial disputes relating to 
any matter whether specified in the 2nd or 3rd schedule 
and for performing such other functions as may be 
assigned to them under this Act. The respondents further 
submitted in their counter the Central Government 
established an industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court at 
Hyderabad on 29-12-2000 for adjudication of Industrial 
disputes and the petitioner ought to have approached the 
said tribunal for redressal of grievances if any. But the 
petitioner conveniently avoided to file his petition before 
the Tribunal established by the Central Government for 
the reasons best known to him and the petition is not 
maintainable under law and the same may be dismissed on 
the ground and this issue may be decided as preliminary 
issue before proceeding with the trial. 

20. "Appropriate Government is described U/Sec. 2-A 
of the I.D., Act, 1947". According to Sec. 2-A(l) of the 
above Act, the Appropriate Government, by notification in 
the Official Gazette constitutes one or more Industrial 
Tribunals for adjudication of Industrial Disputes relating 
to any matter whether specified in 2nd or 3rd schedule. So, 
according to the above 2 provisions of law, this Tribunal is 
established. Admittedly the petition filed by the petitioner 
is covered by an Industrial Dispute. 

21. In a case reported in 1998(5)ALD-16(D.B) in a 
writ petition between U. Chinnappa Vrs., Cotton Corporation 
of India and others; the Division Bench of our High Court 
held — "we will assume that in so far as the dismissed or 
retrenched workman is able to approach the Labour Court 
straight-away, the power of the Central Government to make 
a reference of the dispute may be whittled down protanto 
and in that sense there is a conflict or repugnancy with 
sub-section (2) of section 2(A) and Section 10(1) r/w 
sub-section (1) of section 2-A and Section 3 of the Act. 


Even then, the Presidential assent given under Article 254(2) 
makes the State law prevail over the provisions of the 
Central law to the extent of repugnancy.". It also further 
observed Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, Section 2-A(2) — 
Not confined to workmen employed in Industrial 
undertakings of State Government — It applies also to 
workmen engaged in Central Government undertakings. 

22. If the plea of the respondent is considered in the 
light of the above case law, it falls to the ground, because, 
Section 2-A(2) of I.D. Act, 1947 applies both to the workmen 
employed in Industrial undertakings of State Government 
and also to the workmen engaged in Central Government 
undertakings. 

23. In other words, it can be said it is for the workman 
to approach U/Sec. 2-A(2) of I.D., Act, either to the 
industrial Tribunals having Central jurisdiction and also 
the Tribunals having State jurisdiction. 

24. In view of the above, 1 hold that this Tribunal is 
having jurisdiction to decide the industrial dispute on hand 
and the petition filed by the petitioner is maintainable. The 
point is answered accordingly. 

25 POINT NOS. 2 & 3:— 

Since during the settlement preliminary issue it was 
found that the domestic enquiry is legal, proper, valid 
and binding on the parties, it is now the burden of the 
petitioner to prove that the charge framed against him is 
not proved from the evidence produced before the enquiry 
officer. 

26. To substantiate the charge framed against him is 
not proved, the petitioner has not adduced any oral 
evidence except marking Ex. W-1 which is a xerox copy of 
dismissal order, but the respondent marked office copy of 
the said order as Ex. M-8, but there is no dispute with 
regard to dismissal of the petitioner from service. Ex. M-1 is 
charge sheet issued by the 1st respondent to the petitioner. 
In this charge sheet, the period of absence of the petitioner 
from January, 2003 to December, 2003 were furnished in a 
tabular form and the petitioner was asked to submit his 
written explanation to the charge. Ex. M-2 is the explanation 
submitted by the petitioner to the above charge sheet. In 
this, he stated that he met with mine accident and he has 
been getting treatment in the company hospital till 1998 
but as he has not getting any improvement he had taken 
treatment from outside and further stated that while he was 
under treatment, he was attacked by typhoid and was on 
treatment at Peddapalli Govt. Hospital and the fitness 
certificate was also produced by him. The charge-sheet is 
dt. 30-1-2004. Ex. M-3 is the enquiry notice issued to the 
petitioner and he received the same. Ex. M-4 is the enquiry 
proceedings. During the examination, the petitioner pleaded 
guilty of misconduct as mentioned in the charge-sheet and 
signed on the statement. The another witness examined 
before the enquiry officer is A. Narayana Rao. Office 


4488 GI/11—26 
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Superintendent in 1st respondent Incline. He furnished in 
h is statement the total days of absenteeism of the petitioner 
from duty, during the period from January, 2003 to December, 
2003. He also stated that the petitioner did not obtain any 
permission from the competent authority of the mine for 
his frequent absence nor did he inform his superiors 
regarding the causes of his absence during the year, 2003. 
Another witness is V. Ashok, Special Grade Clerk in 1st 
respondent incline. His statement is that the petitioner has 
put in only 56 actual attendance in all, during the entire 
calendar year 2003 and the petitioner did not obtain any 
prior permission from the competent authority of the mine, 
for h is frequent absence from duties during 2003 nor did he 
inform his superiors regarding the causes of his absence, 
in the statement of the petitioner before the enquiry officer 
stated that he has no witnesses to depose in the enquiry 
and do not have documents to produce in support of his 
statement. He further stated in cross examination that he 
did not remain himself in sick list during the period of 
absence, but he underwent continuous treatment for his 
ailment from 7-2-1996 till date. His statement was recorded 
during the enquiry in the year 2004. He also admitted that 
he did not obtain prior permission from the mine officials 
regarding his absence during 2003 nor informed his 
superiors regarding the causes of his absence. 

27 From the statements recorded during the enquiry 
from the witnesses and the peritioner, do not reveal that 
the petitioner do not understand the enquiry' proceedings 
and English language as pleaded by him in his petition and 
that he signed on only white papers. From the statements 
of the departmental witnesses before the enquiry officer, is 
very clear that the petitioner has not put in required musters 
during the entire year 2003. He has not filed any piece of 
documents to show' that he met with mine accident during 
the year 2003 and has been taken treatment in the 
respondents' company hospital till 1998. Likewise he has 
not filed any piece off evidence to substantiate the plea 
taken by him in his explanation to the charge-sheet that he 
was attacked by typhoid and taken treatment at Peddapalli 
Government hospital and produce the fitness certificate. 
So, from the evidence produced before the enquiry' officer, 
it is very clearly established that the petitioner without 
obtaining prior sanction of leave or without any reasonable 
cause absented for his duties and put up only 56 musters 
attendance during the entire year 2003 and that he was in 
the habit of absenting from duties frequently. 

28. Ex. M-5 is the enquiry report. The findings of the 
enquiry officer in his report is based on the cogent reasons 
and the oral and documentary evidence placed before him. 
So, I do not find any grounds to interfere with his findings 
which are based on evidence. 

29 After completion of enquiry a show cause notice 
was issued to the petitioner under Ex. M-6 and he received 
the same under Fix. M-7. The petitioner has not produced 


any evidence to show that he gave any explanation to the 
show cause notice. 

But to consider the punishment awarded to the 
petitioner whether it is proportionate to the charges proved 
against the petitioner are not, admittedly there are no 
documents filed by the respondent to show that the 
petitioner is habituated in committing misconducts 
mentioned in the charge. So, it can be rightly said this is 
the first time, the petitioner committing such misconduct. 
The respondent has not filed the S.R., of the petitioner to 
show that the petitioner was inflicted with any previous 
punishments. In these circumstances, I am under the 
considered opinion, removal of the petitioner from service 
for the first misconduct committed by the petitioner is not 
proportionate to the irregularity committed by the petitioner 
for the first time in his service. As such, I hold the removel 
of the petitioner from service is not justified. 

30. In the light of above foregoing discussion, I hold 
that the charge framed against the petitioner is proved and 
the punishment of the petitioner removing from service is 
not justified and not in proportionate with the misconduct 
committed by the petitioner. The points are answered 
accordingly. 

POINT NO. 4:— 

In view of my findings on Point Nos. 2 & 3, 1 am 
under considered opinion and thereby hold the punishment 
of removal from service needs a little modification so as to 
do justice to the petitioner since this is the first irregularity/ 
misconduct in his service, committed by him. 

Therefore, the order of removal of the petitioner from 
service is modified, directing the respondent to appoint 
him as "Fresh" candidate as Badli Filler for which relief the 
petitioner is entitled. The point is answered accordingly. 

32. In the result, the petition is partly allowed by 
modifying the punishment of removal of the petitioner from 
service, into appointing him as a "Fresh" candidate as Badli 
Filler. Therefore, the respondents are directed to appoint 
the petitioner as a "Fresh" candidate as Badli Filler, within 
one month from the date of Gazette publication of this 
award. In the circumstances, each party do bear their own 
costs. 

Typed to my dictation directly by Typist, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this, the 17th 
day of November, 2011. 

M. SYAMALA RAO, Chairman-cum- 
Pres id ing Officer 

Appendix of Evidence Witnesses Examined 
For workman:— For Management:— 

-Nil- -Nil- 
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EXHBrrs 


For workman:— 


Ex.W-1 

Dt 09-08-2004 

Dismissal order — xerox copy. 

For Management:— 


Ex.M-1 

Dt 30-01-2004 

Charge sheet 

Ex. M-2 

DL 08-02-2004 

Explanation to charge sheet 

Ex.M-3 

DL 10-03-2004 

Enquiry notice o/c 

Ex. MA 

Dt. 15-03-2004 

Enquiry proceedings 

Ex.M-5 

DL 03-05-2004 

Enquiry report 

Ex.M-6 

Dt. 13-05-2004 

Show cause notice 

Ex.M-7 

Dt. 17-05-2004 

Postal acknowledgement 

Ex.M-8 

Dt. 09-08-2004 

Dismisal order o/c. 
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New Delhi, the 30th November, 2011 

S.O. 3769.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 14/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, NAGPUR now' as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of Murpar 
Project of (Umrer Area) of WCL, WCL Contractor, 
Singhnagar, Dahegaon, and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 30/11/2011. 

[No. L-22012/25/2003-I R (CM-11)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CG1TCUM-LABOURCOURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CG1T/NGP/14/2006 Date: 16.11.2011. 

Party No. 1 (a) : The Sub Area Manager, 

Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) of WCL, 
Post-Khadsanghi, Tah.-Chimur, 

Distt. Chandrapur (M S.) 


(b): M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, 

Singhnagar, Dahegaon, 
ChhindwaraRoad, Distt. Nagpur (M.S.) 

Versus 

Party No. 2 Sh. Manbahaddur 

S/o. Sh. Kamarbahaddur Singh, 

R/o. Murpar, Post-Khadsangi, 

Tah. Chimur, Distt.-Chandrapur (M.S.) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 16th November, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
subrsection (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Murpar project (Umrer Area) of WCL and 
Shri Manbahaddur S/o. Shri Kamarbahaddur Singh, for 
adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/25/2003-iR 
(CM-II) dated 21.03.2006, with the following schedule:— 

"Whether the action of the management of WCL 
and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 
terminating the services of Shri Manbahaddur 
S/o. Sh. Kamarbahaddur Singh is legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief he is entitled? 

2. On receipt of the reference, die parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman Sh. Manbahaddur 
S/o. Sh. Kamarbahaddur Singh, ("the workman" in short) 
filed his statement of claim and the management of Murpar 
Project (Umrer Area) of WCL (here-in-after referred to as 
"the Party No. 1") filed its written statement. 

The case of the claimant is that there is a coal mine at 
Murpar, which is known as "W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project” 
and the same is under the control and supervision of party 
no. 1 (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
no. 1 (a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka 
tor the purpose of preparing underground road upto the 
border of coal for the said coal mine and the contract of the 
said work was from 1992 to 1996 and the party no. 1 (a) also 
engaged party no. 1 (b), M/s. Singh & Sons in its work 
w.e.f 05.01.) 997 and till party' no. 1 (b) is working with party 
no. 1 (a) for the puipose of preparing the underground 
roads for functioning of the said coal mine and he was 
engaged by M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka as a 
pumpkhalasi on 17.10.1993 and he continued to work till 
02.07.1996 and thereafter, his services were utilized by party 
no. 1 (Jo) w.e.f. 01 .01.1997 continuously till 28.12.2001 and 
party no. I (a) sent him for vocational training from time to 
time and he had under gone the said training successfully 
and as such, he is a workman/employee of party no. 1 (a) 
and party no. 1 (a) is the principal employer and his 
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appointment by both the contractors was oral and the party 
no. 1 (b) terminated his services orally w.e.f. 29 12.2001 and 
he had worked for more than 240 days preceding to his 
termination and while terminating his services, mandatory 
provisions of section 25-F of the Act were not compiled 
with and neither one month's notice nor one month's wages 
in lieu of notice nor retrenchment compensation was paid 
to him by parties no. 1 (a) and (b) and as such termination 
of his services is illegal and though at the time of his 
termination, more than 700 workers were working with 
parties no.l (a) and (b), they did not prepare and publish 
final seniority list of all the workers including himself, at 
least seven days prior to the termination, as provided under 
Rule 77 of die Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and 
there was no compliance of section 25-G of the Act and the 
termination of his services amounted to retrenchment and 
at the time of his retrenchment, plenty of work was available 
and now also, plenty of work is available with parties 
no. 1(a) and 1(b), but they did not re-employ him in violation 
of section 25-H of the Act. It is further pleaded by the claimant 
that he alongwith other workers had submitted charter of 
various demand to the parties no. 1 (a) and ) (b) but they 
did not fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending 
before the ALC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his 
services with many other workers were terminated and 
wages for December 2001 was not paid to him and as party 
no. 1 was the principal employer and party no. 1 (b) was the 
contractor of party no, 1 (a), for each and every act of the 
party no.l (b), the party no. 1(a) was responsible and as 
such the party no.l (a) is responsible for his illegal 
termination. The Workman has prayed for his reinstatement 
in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. The party no.l (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It is necessary to mention here that inspite 
of notice, party no.l (b) neither appeared in the case nor 
contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. I (a) has pleaded 
inter-alia that it had entered into a contract with M/s. 
Bharat Gold Mines Limited for carrying out open excavation, 
for construction of a pair of inclines and inclined shaft 
sinking in the coal mine of Murpar Project and as per the 
terms of contract, the open excavation work was to be 
completed within a period of 3 1/2 months and the incline 
shaft drivage within eight months and it also awarded 
another contract to party no.l (b) for construction of 
drivage of a pair of incline shaft through sedimentary rocks 
like sand stone from seam VII to seam V at Murpar project 
of w hich the date of commencement and completion were 
01.01.1997 and 28.02.1998 respectively and after a gap of 
15 months, another contract was given to party no. 1(b) for 
construction of drivage of incline shaft at Murpar project 
and the dates of commencement and completion of the 
said contract were 29.05.1999 and 01.12.2001 respectively 
and it [party no. 1 (a)] was related to party no. 1 (b) only as 
per the terms of contract and it was not at all responsible 


for providing employees to the contractors and it was the 
duty of the contracts to appoint the employees as per their 
need. It is further pleaded by the party no. 1(a) that as per 
die provisions of the Mines Act, every person, whether 
employed by the principal employer or the contractor, 
whether in a casual capacity or in permanent capacity, to 
work in an underground mine, is required to be imparted 
vocational training by the principal employer and the cost 
of the training is borne by the contractor concerned and 
the engagement of the labourers was the job of the 
contractor and it was no way involved in the matter and no 
document has been produced by the workman to show 
that he was appointed by it and the contractor had appointed 
the workman till the completion of the contract and the 
documents filed by the workman show that he was 
appointed by party no. 1(b) for contract works at Murpar 
project, as a temporary contingent labour in the project 
and in view of the principles enunciated by the Hon'ble 
Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi, 
Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish Jayanti [2006 
(2) SCALE 115] and many others, the workman is not intitled 
for regularization or reinstatement in service as he was a 
temporary workman. 

The further case of party no. 1(a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed w ith each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to M/s. Bharat Gold Mines 
Ltd. and the contract given to party no. 1 (b), as they were 
of having different legal entities and if they had engaged 
the same workman for doing separate works, the workman 
did not become permanent or entitle for regularization and 
there was never any relationship of employer and employee 
between it and the workman and he was never in its 
employment and as such, there was no question of 
compliance of the principles of section 25-F, 25-G or H of 
the Act or payment of wages by it to the workman and the 
workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. It is necessary to mention here that though the 
applicant had filed his own evidence on affidavit in support 
of his claim, subsequently, he did not appear to face the 
cross-examination. Management also remained absent. As 
both the parties remained absent and non appears on behalf 
of either of the parties, the case was closed on 25.10.201 l 
and was posted for award. 

5. It is well settled that ifa party challenges the legality 
of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove illegality of 
the order and if no evidence is produced, the party invoking 
the jurisdiction of the court must fail. Whenever, a workman 
raises a dispute challenging the validity of termination of 
service, it is imperative for him to file written statement of 
claim before the Industrial Tribunal, setting out grounds, 
on which the order is challenged and he also must produce 
evidence to prove his case. It the workman fails to appear 
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or produce evidence, the dispute referred by the 
Government cannot be answered in favour of the workman 
and he would not be entitled to any relief. 

In this case, though the claimant had filed the 
statement of claim, he failed to appear or to produce 
evidence to prove his case. Hence it is found that the 
claimant has foiled to prove his case and therefore, he is 
not entitled to any relief. Hence, it is ordered:— 

ORDER 

The reference is answered against the claimant and 
the claimant, Shri Manbahaddur Singh is not entitled for 
any relief. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
30 W3R, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 30th November, 2011 

S.O. 3770. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Complaint No. 1 / 
2009) of the Central Government Indus. Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court /Vo. /, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of FCI and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 30.11.2011. 

[No. L-22013/1/2011-IR(C-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL NO. I AT DHANBAD 

In the matter of a Complaint Under Sec. 33 A of the 

1. D. Act, 1947. 

Complaint No. 1 of2009. 

Vijayendra Kumar, AGlI(Depot), Food Corporation of India, 

District Office, Gaya .Complainant. 

VS. 

1. The Executive Director (East Zone). 


Food Corporation of India, 

10A Middleton Row, Kolkata-71. 

2. The General Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Arunachal Building. 

Exhibition Road, Patna. 

3. The Area Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

PermanandNiketan 

North of Gandhi Mai dan, Gaya.Opp. Parties. 

Present: Shri H.M. Singh, 

Presiding Officer. 


Appearances: 

Forthe Complainant Shri Vijayendra Kumar. 

For the Opp. Party : None. 

State: Bihar. Industry: Food. 

Dated, the 8.11.2011. 


AWARD 

On 19.7.2011 Shri Vijayendra Kumar, the complainant, 
appearing in this case filed a petition stating that he wants 
to withdraw the case, as the matter has already been settled 
by the management. 

In such circumstances, I pass a'NO DISPUTE' Award 
in this case. 


H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer. 

M 30 W55R, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 30th November, 2011 

S.O. 3771.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 56/2005 of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
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disputes between the management of M/s. Singareni 
Collieries Co. Ltd., and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 30.11.2011. 

[No. L-22012/299/2004-IR (CM-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur 

Presiding Officer 

Dated, the 26th September, 2011 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 56/2005 

Between: 

The General Secretary, 

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana), 

Singareni Collieries Employees Council (INTUC), 

BCH 30, Vittal Nagar, 

Godavarikhani-505209. 

.Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., 

Sreerampur Division, 

Sreerampur-504303. 

.Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. A. Sarojana, K. Vasudeva 
Reddy & V. Pumachandar Rao, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. P.A.V.V.S. Sarma& 

Vijaya Lakshmi Panguluri, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

This claim petition has been registered on the basis 
of reference received from the Government of India, Ministry 
of Labour by its order No. L-22012/299/2004-IR(M), dated 
4.8.2005 under section 10 (l)(d) of the ID. Act, 1947 for 
adjudication to this Tribunal between the management of 
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman. 
The terms of reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of management of M/s. 
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Sreerampur 
Division in dismissing Sh. Boya Chandraiah, Badli 
Coal Filler from services is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief he is entitled?" 

On the receipt of this reference notices were issued 
to the parties call ing upon the parties to file their respective 
claims. 


[Part II—Scc.3(ii)J 


2. It has been stated by the Petitioner union that 
workman Sri Boya Chandraiah was appointed on 
compassionate grounds as badli filler on 15.4.1994. However, 
during the year 1999 while working at RK-8 incline, he 
became sick and was under treatment due to which he 
could not be regular to his duties. Without considering the 
man days workman spent on sickness treating those 
musters as absenteeism a charge sheet dated 26.2.1997 
was issued to him alleging therein that workman was absent 
during the year 1997 without sufficient cause which 
amounts to misconduct under company's Standing Orders 
No. 25.25 and 25.31. Consequently an enquiry was 
conducted with a pre-determined notion. It has further been 
alleged that during course of enquiry proper opportunity 
was not given to the Petitioner. Enquiry' was conducted 
lopsided and Enquiry Officer submitted his report on 
erroneous materials and by order dated 1.10.1997 the 
services of the Petitioner were terminated with immediate 
effect. 

3. It has further been alleged that Petitioner remained 
absent due to sickness and he could not attend to his duty. 
He challenged the enquiry proceeding, order of dismissal 
alleging that it is arbitrary, unjust, disproportionate and 
illegal and hence, he has filed this petition. 

4. Management has submitted his reply alleging 
therein that Petitioner remained absent for the year 1996 
which hampered the working of the company, the absence 
of the Petitioner was without any sufficient cause which is 
grave misconduct within the Standing Orders 25.25 of the 
company and dismissal is not bad. Petitioner’s contention 
that he was not afforded proper opportunity is incorrect. 
Due notices were given to the Petitioner to participate in 
the enquiry proceeding and he participated in the enquiry 
proceeding. Petitioner did not avail the assistance of co¬ 
worker though he was given opportunity to take the help 
of a co-worker. Petitioner did not produce any sickness 
proof, thus he failed to produce any documentary evidence 
before the Enquiry Officer. Petitioner had put in 63, 17, Nil 
and 14 actual musters during the years 1994, 1995. 1996 
(Charge sheets year) and 1997 respectively. During the 
entire year 1996 he remained absent. This proves that the 
Petitioner was not sincere to his work. He intentionally 
absented himself without any reason or cause. The 
company has provided medical facilities by establishing 
hospitals to its employees, the Petitioner did not report to 
the company hospital for his treatment thus, his submission 
that he was absent due to ill-health is unfounded. Enquiry 
Officer has given his finding on the material placed before 
him by the management and no fault can be find in the 
enquiry report, it is based on evidence and Petitioner’s 
dismissal order is proportionate to the misconduct 
committed by him since Petitioner was not regular to his 
duties company has dismissed him which is neither illegal 
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nor invalid. Hence, the petition be dismissed as devoid of 
merits. 

5. Parties were directed to produce documentary 
evidence in support of their claims. Petitioner has not filed 
any document. However, the Respondent has filed charge 
sheet and acknowledgement, enquiry notices and 
acknowledgements, entire domestic enquiry proceedings 
file and enquiry report, show cause notice, explanation to 
show cause notice and dismissal order. 

6. Coming to the point of the legality and validity of 
domestic enquiry held by the management it is pertinent to 
mention that Learned Counsel for the Petitioner moved 
memo dated 10.11.2008 conceding the validity and legality 
of the domestic enquiry as such, the domestic enquiry was 
held to be legal and valid. 

7. Both parties submitted oral arguments and counsel 
for Petitioner submitted written arguments. I have heard 
counsels for the parties and have gone through the claim 
petition, counter statement and documents filed by the 
parties. 

8 It has been argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
Petitioner that Petitioner was absent due to his ill-health. 
He presented himself before the Enquiry Officer and stated 
before him that he was sick that was the reason that he 
could not attend to his duties. The Enquiry Officer has not 
considered this material aspect of the case nor has applied 
his mind to the fact of the case nor he gave any finding 
regarding the sickness of the workman, thus, the finding of 
the Enquiry Officer is perverse and the punishment based 
on such perverse finding is also illegal and invalid and 
deserves to be quashed. Against this argument of the 
counsel for the Petitioner, Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent management has argued that Petitioner could 
not produce any proof in support of his sickness nor he 
has produced any witness in his defence. Moreover, 
Petitioner has admitted his guilt stating that he remained 
absent on the dates mentioned in the charge sheet, as 
such, the enquiry held is neither perverse nor illegal. 

9. In view of the arguments, this tribunal has to see, 

(I) Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Sreerampur 
Division, in dismissing Sh. Boya Chandraiah, Badli 
Coal Filler from services is legal and justified? 

(II) Whether the punishment imposed upon the 
Petitioner is disproportionate to the misconduct 
committed by the Petitioner? 

10. Point No. (I): It is admitted fact that the Petitioner 
has put in nil musters during the year 1996 for which a 
charge sheet dated 26.2.1997 was issued to the Petitioner 
against which the Petitioner filed his explanation stating 
therein that he remained absent from 20.8.95 to 25.2.97 due 
to ill-health. It is also admitted fact that domestic enquiry 


was conducted and Petitioner has participated in the 
domestic enquiry. On the basis of the report submitted by 
the Enquiry Officer dismissal order has been passed against 
the Petitioner. Petitioner’s statement was recorded by the 
Enquiry Officer and during the course of the enquiry he 
stated that he remained absent due to T.B. But has not 
been able to provide any material or document before the 
Enquiry Officer to substantiate his allegations. In his reply 
dated 1.3.97 he has not mentioned from what disease he 
suffered and where did he took treatment He simply written 
that he could not perform his duty do to his suffering from 
ill-health. As against this, the management has produced 
Sri V. Sharat Babu, Pit Office Assistant and Sri Bala 
Rajesham, Officiating Clerk, to prove that Petitioner 
remained absent without any leave or without any 
intimation during the year 1996. Since absence of the 
Petitioner was admitted by the Petitioner himself it was the 
sole duty of the Petitioner to prove that his absence was 
due to any cogent reason or sufficient cause. Petitioner 
was unable to prove that his absence during the year 1996 
was due to sufficient reason. Though he stated that he 
was absent due to ill-health but he was not able to provide 
any evidence or proof in support of his illness or illness of 
any of his family members. Even if it is presumed that 
Petitioner remained absent due to the ill-health why he did 
not inform his superiors regarding his illness, has not been 
explained by the Petitioner. Thus, the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer that Petitioner's absence during the year 1996 was 
without reason and sufficient cause, is based on evidence 
and reasoning and no fault can be find in the finding arrived 
at by the Enquiry Officer. 

11. This tribunal is also of the opinion that the 
Petitioner remained absent without any intimation to his 
employer during the year 1996, his absence was without 
any reasonable or sufficient cause and thereby the 
Petitioner has committed misconduct mentioned in para 
25.25ofthe Standing Orders of the company. Point No. 1 is 
decided accordingly. 

12. Point No. 2: So far as the question of punishment 
is concerned the Petitioner has not been able to justify 
his absence during the year 1996, he has voluntarily 
admitted before the Enquiry Officer that he remained 
absent during 1996. As absence without reasonable or 
sufficient cause is a grave misconduct, management has 
not committed any mistake in passing the punishment of 
dismissal against the Petitioner. The Learned Counsel for 
the Petitioner has argued that the Petitioner's family is 
starving due to dismissal of the Petitioner against which 
Learned Counsel for the Respondent has argued that 
Petitioner himself is responsible for the starvation of the 
family members, the Petitioner was a unwilling worker 
who has not cared to perform his duties with sincerity as 
such, the punishment was proper and interference s not 
required in this case. 
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13.1 agree with the argument of the Learned Counsel 
for the Respondent and I am also of the considered opinion 
that the punishment imposed on the Petitioner is neither 
excessive nor disproportionate and Petitioner is not a 
deserving person for any lenient view to be taken in favour 
of the Petitioner. The Petitioner himself is responsible for 
the starvation of his family members, no interference is 
required in the matter of the punishment. Point No. 2 is 
decided accordingly. 

14. From the above discussion, this tribunal is of the 
considered opinion that the action of the management of 
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Sreerampur 
Division, in dismissing Sh. Boya Chandraiah, Badli Coal 
Filler from services is legal and justified and no interference 
is required in this case. Petitioner is not entitled for any 
relief and hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 26th day of 
September, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined 

for the Petitioner for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 30th November, 2011 

S.O. 3772.—In pursuance of Sesction 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 86/1996) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-1, DHANBAD, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 


to the management of M/s. C.C. Ltd., and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 30.11.2011. 

[No. L-20012/326/1995-IR(C-I)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/S. 10( I) (d) (2A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 86 of 1996. 

Parties: 

Employers in relation to the management ofAra Colliery of 
M/s .C.C. Ltd. 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present: Shri H.M. Singh, 

Presiding Officer 

Appearances: 

For the Employers Shri B.M. Prasad, Advocate. 

For the Workman : Shri U.N. Lai, Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry : Coal. 

Dated, the 22.11.2011. 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/326/95-IR (Coal-I), dated 
11.10.1996 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferrred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

"Whether the action of the management of Ara 
Colliery of M/s. C.C.L. in dismissing Shri Ram 
Sahay Rabidas from the services of the company 
w.e.f. 29-3-1994 is justified? If not, to what relief is 
the said workman entitled? 

2. The case of the concerned workman is that he was 
permanent employee ofArra Colliery of M/s. CCL. He was 
charge-sheeted by the management vide Charge-sheet 
dated 22.4.1993. He replied to the charge-sheet denying 
the allegation. Thereafter departmental enquiry was 
constituted by the management. The Enquiry Officer 
conducted the enquiry' in utter violation of principles of 
natural justice. A criminal case was pending in respect of 
the same allegation and as such the concerned workman 
filed an application before the Enquiry Officer for staying 
the departmental enquiry till the disposal of the criminal 





[WU\~W^ 3(ii)] 


m 24,2011/^N 3, 1933 


9483 


case. The Enquiry Officer did not consider his application 
for staying the departmental enquiry till the disposal of the 
criminal case, rather he conducted the enquiry. The Enquiry 
Officer acted as a prosecutor as well as a Judge in the 
present case. He did not allow the concerned workman to 
enter into the defence. The management's representative 
cross-examined the workman concerned in the 
departmental enquiry without his examination-in-chief. The 
Enquiry Officer after the cross-examination of the workman 
concerned again allowed the management's representative 
to adduce his evidence. The enquiry conducted by the 
Enquiry Officer is not fair and proper. The Enquiry Officer 
did not supply the enquiry proceeding and enquiry report 
to the workman concerned. The management lodged an 
F.I.R. regarding the theft of detonators, but not named the 
name of the concerned workman in the F.I.R. The Security 
Personnels of the management searched the house of the 
concerned workman on the alleged date of occurrence and 
nothing has been recovered from the possession of the 
concerned workman, as such the allegation levelled against 
the concerned workman is false, baseless and fabricated 
and the dismissal of the concerned workman on the basis 
of the said charges is liable to the set aids. The Enquiry 
Officer has not considered the aforesaid two facts that the 
management have not given the name of the concerned 
workman in the F.I.R. which is the first version of the 
management. Second nothing has been recovered from 
the possession of the concerned workman and on that 
score the dismissal is bad in law. The disciplinary authority 
also did not supply the copy of the enquiry proceeding 
and the report to the concerned workman before dismissal 
of the concerned workman. The report of the Enquiry 
Officer is perverse and the dismissal of the concerned 
workman is not justified. 

It has been prayed that the Hon'ble Tribunal De 
pleased to pass an award holding that the dismissal of the 
concerned workman is not justified and further be pleased 
to direct the management to reinstate him with full back 
wages and other benefits. 

3. The case of the management that on 20.4.93 the 
concerned workman was on duty in 1st shi ft at the magazine 
of No. 1 it underground mine in the capacity of magazine 
clerk. It was his duty and responsibility to properly store 
the explosives catridges and detonators at the magazine 
and to maintain proper account of explosive and detonators. 
On that date during his first shift he sold away 10 
detonators and 9 explosive catridges of soligex made to 
one Mangal Mahato, General Mazdoor Category-1 and the 
said materials were recovered from the possession of 
Mangal Mahato while he was leaving out of the colliery 
premises in suspicious manner. He was intercepted by the 
security personnel and on search from his person it was 
observed that he was carrying 10 detonators and 9 
explosive catridges. He admitted before the security 
personnel that he obtained the aforesaid detonators and 


catridges from the concerned workman. Ram Sahay 
Rabidas, who handed over those materials to him from the 
magazine in the 1st shift on 20.4.93. On the basis of the 
confessional statement made by Mangal Mahato, a FIR 
was lodged and the Police arrested Mangal Mahato and 
the concerned workman and they were taken into police 
custody and criminal case was instituted against them for 
commission of theft and misappreciation of the company's 
materials. The management issued a charge-sheet dated 
22.4.93 to the concerned workman for commission of the 
misconduct of theft, fraud and dishonesty in connection 
with company’s property. The concerned workman 
submitted his reply dated 12.7.94 denying the allegation 
against him. Thereafter the management appointed Sri R.B. 
Sengupta, Colliery Manager as Enquiry Officer to hold 
departmental enquiry and Shri l.B. Sahay, Senior Under 
Manager was appointed as the management's 
representative. The Enquiry Officer fixed the date of enquiry 
on 4.8.93 and issued the notice of enquiry to the concerned 
workman with a copy to the management's representative. 
The concerned workman appeared before him on 4.8.93 
and prayed for adjournment of the enquiry which was 
accepted and the enquiry was fixed on 10.8.93. The enquiry 
was conducted on 10.08.93, 13.8.93 and 26.8.93 in the 
presence of the concerned workman and his co-worker, 
Naresh Prasad. The management's witnesses were examined 
and the concerned workman and his co-worker were given 
full opportunity to cross-examine the management's 
witnesses. They did not raise any objection against the 
enquiry officer. After holding enquiry the Enquiry Officer 
submitted his report holding the concerned work guilty of 
the misconduct charged against him. The enquiry was held 
airly and properly is accordance with the principles of 
natural justice. The enquiry proceedings, enquiry report 
and all other relevant papers were examined by the 
competent authorities and due approval was obtained from 
the General Manager for dismissal of the concerned 
workman. After obtaining necessary approval the services 
of the concerned workman were terminated for commission 
of the aforesaid misconduct by order dated 26/29.3.94. 

Under the facts and circumstances, it has been prayed 
that the Hon'ble Tribunal be pleased to hold that the action 
of the management in terminating the services of the 
concerned workman was legal, valid and justified and he is 
not entitled to any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other's written statement. 

5. The enquiry was found to be fair and proper vide 
order dated 6.11.2011. 

6. On behalf of the workman WW-1, Naresh Prasad, 
has stated in affidavit in support of his written statement. 

7. The management produced MW-1, Rashbihari 
Sengupta. 
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The concerned workman produced documents which 
have been marked as Exts, W-1 to W-7, 

The management also produced documents which 
have been marked as Exts. M-l to M-6. 

8. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that his name was not found in the 
F.l.R. which is the first version of the management. 

Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that nothing has been recovered 
from the possession of the concerned workman, though 
the security personnels of the management searched his 
house, so he was falsely implicated and false charge-sheet 
was issued and he was illegally dismissed by the 
management. 

Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that a criminal case was pending in 
the same matter, as such, he gave an application to the 
management for staying the proceeding of the departmental 
enquiry till the disposal of the criminal trial. But it has not 
been done which is illegal. 

Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that no second show cause notice 
was given before dismissal, so the dismissal order is illegal 
and he may be reinstated in service. 

In this respect on behalf of the concerned workman 
it was argued that he was acquitted from criminal court in 
which F.l.R. was lodged against him. 

9. The management’s representative argued that 
acquittal in criminal case was not bar disciplinary 
proceeding. 

Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
management is that there is no law that departmental enquiry 
be stayed till conclusion of criminal trial. 

Management’s representative argued that the 
concerned workman was charge-sheeted for theft of 
detonators and explosive catridges. When he gave the 
name of another person, Mangal Mahato, on search the 
security personnel recovered from him detonators and 
explosive catridge and he admitted that the concerned 
workman handed over those materials to him. 

10. The documents which have been filed by the 
concerned workman, Ext. W-l shows that he had given 
application before the Enquiry Officer to stay the enquiry 
proceeding till disposal of the criminal trial, but it has not 
been done which is against the rule. 

Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that he was acquitted of the charges 
by the Criminal Court, as per Ext. W-7 by 2nd Addl. Session 
Judge, Hazaribagh 18.12.99. In the judgement it was found 
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by the 2nd Addl. Judge that five prosecution witnesses 
have been examined, but they have not shown to be aware 
about the complicity against the concerned workman. So, 
it shows that none of the prosecution witnesses has named 
of the concerned workman against complicity. The 
concerned workman was acquitted of the charges by the 
criminal court vide order dated 18.12.99. This ground is 
sufficient ground that the concerned workman was falsely 
implicated by the management which gives stronger 
supposedly that his name was not mentioned in F.l.R. by 
the recovery of alleged theft. 

11. Management's witness MW-1, Rashbihari 
Sengupta stated in his examination-in-chief that in this case 
only the photo copies of the documents relating to the 
enquiry proceeding have been filed as the original 
documents were found to be traceless and despite search 
those could not be traced out. It only shows that no enquiry 
was conducted. So, it can be said that proper opportunity 
was not given to the concerned workman in the domestic 
enquiry. Moreover, final order passed by the management. 
Ext. M-6 show's that he was not given second show cause 
before passing final order which is against law', as per law 
laid down in current Labour Report (SC) 1991 page 61 in 
which Hon’ble Supreme Court held that supply of a copy 
of the inquiry report along with recommendations, if any, 
in the matter of proposed punishment to be inflicted would 
be within the rules of natural justice and the delinquent 
would therefore be entitled to the supply of a copy thereof. 

12. The concerned workman died on 21.2.2003 and 
his son, Surajdeo Ram has been substituted in the instant 
case. 

13. As the concerned workman was dismissed from 
service without proving the case for theft against him and 
he was honourably acquitted by the criminal court. 

14. The management's witness, MW-1, has clearly 
stated that only on the basis of photo copies of document 
enquiry' proceeding has been held, so the action of the 
management in dismissing the concerned workman is not 
justified. 

15. In the result, 1 hold that the action of the 
management of Ara Colliery of M/s. C.C.L. in dismissing 
Sri Ram Sahay Rabidas from the services of the company 
w.e.f 29.3.1994 is not justified and the concerned workman 
is entitled to be reinstated in service with 75% back wages 
and other consequential benefits from the date of his 
dismissal i.e. 29.3.1994 till his death i.e. 21.2.2003. The 
management is directed to implement the award within 30 
days from the date of publication of the award. 

This is my Award. 

H.M. SINGH, PresidingOfficer 
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New Delhi, 30th November, 2011 

S.O. 3773.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 01/2004) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
KOLKATA now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 21.09.2011. 

[No. L-12025/1/2010-IR(B-lI)] 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT KOLKATA 

Misc. Application No. 01 of2004 

U/S. 33AoftheI.D. Act, 1947 
(Arising Qut of Reference No. 32 of2003) 

Parties: 

General Secretary, 

All Bank Canteen Employees Union, 

Central Bank of India, 

Zonal Office Staff Canteen (3rd Floor), 

33, N.S. Road, Kolkata-700001. 

...Applicant 

Vs. 

The General Manager, 

Central Bank of India, 

Zonal Office, 

33, N.S. Road, 

Kolkata-700001. 

...Opp. Parties 

Present: Justice Manik Mohan Sarkar, Presiding Officer. 
Appearance: 

On behai i of the Mr. G Varalakshm i. Advocate. 


Applicant: 

On behalf of the Mr. G.C. Chakraborty, Advocate. 

Opp. Party: 

Industry: Banking. 

Dated: 4th August, 2011. 

AWARD 

Present matter emerges out of an application under 
Section 33Aofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 during the 
pendency of one reference being Reference No. 32 of2003 
in this Tribunal. 

2. Applicant's case is that a reference is pending 
before this Tribunal over the issue of claim for regularization 
of the service of 14 canteen staff of the Central Bank of 
India at its Zonal Office in Kolkata. During the pendency 
of the said reference, out of grudge, the management Bank 
was trying to curtail many existing facilities of the canteen 
employees involved in the industrial dispute in the above 
stated reference. Said canteen staffs are engaged at the 
Zonal Office Canteen at the Bank's office at Third Floor, 33 
N.S. Road, Kolkata and there was a practice for a long time 
to supply three sets of uniforms and one pair of shoes in 
every alternative year (in every two years) for each canteen 
worker of the Bank. They got supply of uniform and shoes 
in the month of January, 2002 and March, 2003 respectively. 
Supply of new sets of uniform and shoes became due for 
supply since old uniform issued earlier got tom and colour 
became fade and, thus, became out of use though the 
canteen staff are using the same with much difficulties. 
The canteen employees are most ill-paid employees of the 
Bank and so they have been demanding pay and 
emoluments equal to the lowest category employees of the 
Bank viz. Class-IV employees of the Bank and also other 
facilities available to them. Besides assurance to that effect, 
nothing has been done in that regard and therefore, 
management Bank has been denying justice to the canteen 
employees. For redress in this regard the canteen employees 
raised an industrial dispute and Reference No. 32 of 2003 
has been instituted and pending in this Tribunal. The 
Applicant's claim that the decision of the management to 
stop supply of uniform to the canteen employees was taken 
without approval from this Tribunal and, thus, it is a serious 
contravention of the condition of service and imposing of 
penalty for such non-compliance upon the Opp. Party has 
been claimed as per provision of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act. In the present application the Applicant has prayed 
for direction upon the Opp. Party not to curtail any existing 
facility and also supply of uniform and shoes to the canteen 
employees. 

3. In its written reply the management Bank has stated 
that in the present application the Applicant has no right 
as per law. In the reference in question employer-employee 
relationship in between the parties was under dispute anc 
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if in the said dispute it is found that the canteen employees 
are not employees of the Bank the present application will 
become infractuous and liable to be dismissed. The present 
application under Section 33A of the Act is totally 
misconceived since the status of the Applicant as employee 
is to be decided first in the reference and so the Applicant 
is not entitled to agitate before this Tribunal at this stage. 
Opp. Party Bank has also stated that the application should 
be rejected for non-addition of canteen committee as one 
of the opposite parties. It is also claimed that there had 
been no change of condition of service during the pendency 
of the proceeding before any authority under the Act. It is 
claimed by the management that the staff canteen of the 
Bank is being run and managed by a canteen committee 
constituted on pro-rata membership of unions by issuing 
nomination from various employees association existing 
in the Bank having a minimum of 50% member and the 
canteen committee is constituted having 13 members. The 
staff canteen in the Bank is being run as part of staff welfare 
measure and the canteen committee members who are also 
employees of the Bank are getting their salary for 
discharging banking business only and not for attending 
work of the canteen and lapse thereof does not attract any 
disciplinary' action. It is claimed that the status of the 
canteen run by the canteen committee is non-statutory, 
non-recognized canteen and the employees of the canteen 
are not under the supervision and control of the Bank and 
so the employees recruited by the canteen committee are 
not governed by rules framed by the Bank. The 
management Opp. Party also claimed that the Bank 
management did not run any canteen but subsidy was 
given to the canteen committee to meet the expenses as 
part of welfare activities to its employees and the canteen 
employees cannot bring any allegation of injustice and/or 
unfairness to the employees against the Bank. The Opp. 
Party Bank claimed the present application as inactive and 
that it is liable to be rejected. 

4. In its rejoinder, the Applicant workmen denied the 
allegations made by the Opp. Party management Bank in 
respect of fixing their responsibility upon the canteen 
committee being the employer of these canteen-boys and 
it is claimed that the bank itself was supplying uniform and 
shoes and to the Zonal Office Canteen employees and this 
was the practice in vogue for a pretty long time and thus, it 
has become a condition of service of the canteen employees 
and naturally the management Bank cannot curtail the same. 
The Applicant again claimed that they are never employees 
of the canteen committee and they have claimed that they 
are employees under the management Bank and so they 
have denied the need to implead the canteen committee in 
the present application. 

5. In this application under Section 33A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 the relief claimed by the 
Applicant workmen is for a direction upon the Opp. Party 
management Bank by way of restraining from curtailment 


of facilities the canteen-boys are receiving by way of supply 
of uniform and shoes. It is claimed by the Applicant that 
since the said supply of uniform and shoes were being 
done for a pretty long time, it has become a practice in 
vogue since the uniform and shoes were being supplied 
by the canteen committee in every alternative two years. In 
support of their claim the Applicant workmen have filed a 
series of documents which are Exts. W-I to W-4 and these 
are communications in between the Chief Manager of the 
Bank to the Convener of the staff canteen committee of the 
Bank and therein it is found that in different years supply 
of uniform and shoes have been vetted with reimbursement 
by the Bank. 

6 . The prayer of the Applicant in the present 
application perhaps suffers from many flaws. Firstly, the 
Applicant workmen have failed to show that the supply of 
uniform and shoes were condition of service to their 
engagement since no document is forthcoming to show 
that the said supply of uniform and shoes to each of the 
canteen-boys has achieved a mandatory character. 
Secondly, the Applicant workmen have failed to produce 
any letter or order from the Opp. Party or order from the 
Opp. Party management Bank that there has been a denial 
from the side of the Bank to finance the cost of uniform and 
shoes and so this application is a pre-mature one having 
no cause of action. Thirdly, the relationship of the canteen- 
boys with the Opp. Party management Bank is yet to be 
established and that matter is pending in Reference No. 32 
of2003 and since the same issue is involved in the schedule 
of reference and it is to be established first before fixing the 
liability of the management Bank to extend the socalled 
facility. 

7. The letters being exhibits W-I to W-4 as relied 
upon by the Applicant are no doubt concerning the cost of 
supply of uniform and shoes to the canteen workers, but 
going through the said documents it is found that the Bank 
has sanctioned reimbursement of the cost borne in that 
regard by the Convener of the canteen committee of the 
Bank concerned since those letters were addressed to the 
Convener of the canteen committee of the Bank by the 
Chief Manager of the Bank. So, directly liability of the 
management Bank to extend the facility as claimed has not 
been established by the Applicant since the management 
Bank has always been claimed that the canteen workers/ 
boys were engaged by the canteen committee of the canteen 
of the Bank and not by the Bank itself. No paper is 
forthcoming in the present application to show that the 
present Applicant being canteen workers were engaged 
by the Opp. Party management Bank. 

8 . The provision of Section 33A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 pre-supposes the provision of Section 
33 itself where the employer has been restrained from 
altering the condition of service applicable to the workmen 
immediately before the commencement of the proceeding 
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before the Tribunal among others. Admittedly, a reference 
case is pending before this Tribunal being Reference 
No. 32 of 2003 wherein the issue of relation in between 
the Opp. Party management Bank and the Applicant 
workmen is pending to be decided and also the matter is 
pending for decision as to whether these Applicants being 
workmen they are entitled to get regularization in the 
service of the Bank and if so under what pay scale they 
are entitled to get regularization. In such circumstances, 
the legislation in the Act has also provided for making 
complaint before the Tribunal against the employer for 
such contravention of the condition of service. The 
provision of Section 33 A of the Act has been introduced 
to give an instant relief to 
the Applicant workman who complains about the 
contravention of the provision of Section 33. The 
Applicant workmen have alleged that the facilities in 
respect of supply of uniform and shoes have been curtailed 
by the Opp. Party management Bank and, therefore, they 
had treated it as curtailment of condition of service. 

9. In the earlier paragraph it has been stated that the 
present Applicant workmen have not produced any 
document to show that the facilities as alleged by them 
were made a condition of their service by any document 
having legal force. It has also been discussed earlier that 
the direct liability of the Opp. Party management Bank could 
not be established as yet to extend these facilities to the 
Applicant workmen. Further, the Applicant workmen have 
not brought the canteen committee of the Bank as a party 
in the present application since they have nowhere ignored 
the existence of such canteen committee and since the 
Opp. Party management Bank has pleaded that the Applicant 
workmen were direct employees under such canteen 
committee and last but not the least the Applicant has no 
where showed that the Opp. Party management Bank has 
ever refused to reimburse the cost of uniform and shoes so 
that it can be called curtailment of condition of service 
though it is yet to be proved that such supply of uniform 
and shoes were condition of service of the workmen and 
the liability of the Bank in that regard is yet to be 
established. One more thing to be added here to the effect 
is that the Applicant workmen have nowhere shown that 
they have claimed for their uniform and shoes which were 
being supplied to them periodically, in every two years 
before the canteen committee or the Opp. Party management 
Bank. So, the Applicant workman neither have established 
their right to claim such facility from either of these two 
authorities nor any refusal from any of the said two 
authorities have been cited. 

10. In view of all the discussions made above, I am of 
the view that the Applicants workmen could not establish 
that there had been any^change in the condition of service 
as alleged. So, the present application fails and it is liable 
to be rejected. 


11. In view of the same, the present application under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is disposed 
of by way of rejection. 

JUSTICE MANIK MOHAN SARKAR, 
Presiding Officer 

M 1 2011 
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New Delhi, 1 st December, 2011 

S.O. 3774.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 04/2007) 
of the Labour Court, Satara as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Department of Post, Satara and their workmen, whichwas 
received by the Central Government on 01.12.2011. 

[No. L-40012/86/2006-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secretary 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE HON'BLE PRESIDING OFFICER, 
LABOUR COURT, SATARA. 

(PRESIDED OVER BY P.M. KHAMBAYATE) 

Reference (IDA) Application No.: 04/2007 

Date of filing: 17.02.2007. 

Date of Registration: 02.03.2007 

Date of Judgement: 13.10.2011. 

Duration: 04 Year 07 Months 26 days. 

Reference (IDA) Application No.: 04/2007 

The Superintendent of 
Post Offices, 

Department of Posts, 

Powai Naka, Satara 

Satara-01 .First Party 

Versus 

Shri Ramesh Maruti Kadam, 

22, Gadkar Ali, Satara .Second Party 
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Coram: P.M. Khambayate, 

Presiding Officer, 

Labour Court, Satara. 

Advocates: (1) Shri D.M. Chavan, 

D.GP. Satara. 

Shri Milind R. Pawar, 

Advocates for the 
First Party. 

(2) Shri B.D. Khatavkar, 

Advocate for the 
Second Party. 

AWARD 

(DATE, 13.102011) 

The present reference has been referred by the 
Minister of Labour, Government of India, to decide whether 
the action of Post Office, Satara in terminating the services 
of the workman Shri Ramesh Maruti Kadam is legal and 
justified? 

(1) After the reference, the Second Party i.e the 
workman Shri Ramesh Kadam has submitted the 'Statement 
of Claim' at Exh.-7. It is submitted that the First Party i.e. 
Post Master and the Senior Superintendent of the Post 
Offices, Satara are in the nature of activities of'Industry', 
and the Second Party is it's employee i.e. outsider postman, 
packer. The Second Party was performing the duties since 
1983 till 15.05.2004 continuously and has completed more 
than 240 days of continuous service in each year. 
Whenever the regular postman remained on leave, the First 
Party used to allot the work to the Second Party in place of 
the regular postman or packer. The Second Party used to 
get salary of Rs. 165/- per day and used to sign muster roll. 
However, on 15.05.2004, the Post Master, City Post Office, 
Satara orally terminated the services of the Second Party 
and asked him not to come on duty. It is alleged that though 
the Second Party has performed continuous service of more 
than 240 days, the First Party' terminated his services without 
giving one months notice or the notice pay or retrenchment 
compensation. Hence, it is submitted that the alleged 
termination is illegal and is not in compliance with the 
provisions of Section 25 (F) of the Industrial DisputesAct, 
1947 (for short I.D. Act, 1947). The First Party has not 
maintained the seniority list of the workers and committed 
the breach of the principle of "Last come first go". The 
Second Party made various applications to the First Party 
requesting to allow him to join the duties, also made 
representation to the Regional Labour Commissioner. But 
due to the adamant view of the First Party the dispute w'as 
not resolved. Hence, the Second Party prayed for the 
declaration that the termination of the Second Party is illegal 
and prayed for the relief of the reinstatement in the services 
with full back wages with continuity of the service. 


(2) The First Party resisted the 'Statement of Claim' 
as per their 'Written Statement' at Exh.-13. It is admitted 
that the Department of Post is an 'industry' but the Second 
Party was not a regular employee of the Department and 
hence, the Second Party is not the 'Workman', and 
employees are governed by the Rules of CCS (CCA) 1965 
& GDS (E &C)2001. Therefore, I.D. Act, 1947 cannot be 
applied. It is submitted that the Second Party was engaged 
orally on temporary basis in 'stop gap arrangement'. The 
Second Party was never appointed as a postman, packer 
but was engaged as a outsider and his engagement was 
governed by the Rules in Section III of Swami’s compilation 
on service Rules for GDS. The muster roll is maintained for 
the regular employees and not for the outsiders but the 
Second Party might have deliberately put his name in the 
muster roll and signed it for creating evidence. It is 
submitted that the Second Party never worked for more 
than 240 days in any calendar year and there is no provision 
of one month notice or pay or the Retrenchment 
Compensation. The action taken by the First Party is strictly 
in accordance with the Department Rules. Lastly they 
submitted for the rejection of the reference. 

(3) On the basis of rival pleadings following issues 
have been framed by my Predecessor at Exh.-I4,and 1 gave 
findings to them with the reasons as discussed below: 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

(1) Does the Second Party prove "Affirmative", 
that he has served for more 
than 240 days in a year with 
the First Party? 

(2) Does he prove that the First 
Party illegally terminated 
him from the services on 
15.05.2004 by oral orders? 

(3) Does the First Party prove 
that the Second Party was 
served temporarily on 'stop 
gap arrangement’? 

(4) Whether the Second Party is 
entitled for the reliefs 
fclaimed? 


(5) What Order? 


"Affirmative". 


"Affirmative" 


S.P. is not entitled 
for reinstatement 
with back wages and 
continuity in service 
but is entitled to be 
placed in service on 
daily wages as 
previously but from 
the day of the order 
till he attains 
superannuation. 

As per final order. 


«■ * 


.| .1 
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REASONS 

ADMITTED FACTS:— 

(4) The First Party is an 'Industry'. The Second Party 
used to work in the place of the employee on leave i.e. 
whenever the regular employee went on leave. The Second 
Party was not engaged by the First Party from 16.05.2004. 

(5) The Second Party examined himself as PW1 (at 
Exh.-28), the retired postman Shankar Krishna Shinde i.e. 
PW2 (Exh.-35), retired post master Yashwant Balwant Shelar 
PW3 (Exh.-38) and closed his evidence. The First Party 
examined the Complaint Inspector of Post Shri Chandrakant 
Pandurang Sonavane (RW1) (Exh.-44) and closed their 
evidence. 

AS TO ISSUE NO. 1:— 

(6) Present issue is in respect of as to whether the 
workman i. e. the Second Party has completed 240 days of 
work in a year. It is admitted fact that the First Party /. e. The 
Post and the Telecommunication Department is an Industry'. 
However, the Learned Advocate for the First Party 
Shri M.R. Pawar vehemently argued that the Department 
of the Post and Telecommunication is not an 'Industry* and 
whatever admissions have been given in the 'Written 
Statement' was wrongly given. On the other hand, the 
Learned Advocate for the Second Party submitted that 
once the admission is given in the 'Written Statement', the 
said authority is now estopped from denying the admission. 
As per the principle of estoppel, the First Party now can 
not deny the admission. Hence, the First Party is an 
'Industry*. The Learned Advocate for the Second Party 
relies on the case law in the General Manager, Telecom 
V/S. S. Srinivasan Rao & Others; reported in 19981CLR 
184. In the said case, it is observed by the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court, 

'It is held that as per the test laid down in the case of 

Banglore Water Supply and Sewerage Board etc. 

V/S. A. Rajappa & Others; reported In 1978 AIR 

548; \1978 SCR (3) 207\ the Telecommunication 

Department is an 'Industry' as defined in 

Section 2 (j) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.’ 

It is further observed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court 
that the decisions in the case of Sub Divisional Inspector 
of Post, Vaikam & Others PX& Theyyam Joseph & Others; 
reported in 1996 II CLR 237 and Bombay Telephone 
Canteen Employee's Association V/S. Union of India; 
reported in 1997 II CLR 218 cannot be treated as laying 
down the correct law. 

(7) Relying on the aforesaid observations of the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court the Telecommunication Department 
is an 'Industry'. Hence, the First Party being engaged in 
telecommunication and postal activities is an 'Industry' 
under Section 2 (j) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 

(8) It is also admitted fact that the entry of the Second 
Party is not by way of any interview or through Employment 


Exchange as per the pleadings in the application Exh.-7. It 
is admitted by the Second Party that as per the policy, the 
First Party appointed the Second Party as outsider postman. 
It is also admitted by the Second Party in para (3) of the 
appl ication that he used to work in place of a postman who 
remained on leave. The said pleadings itself shows that 
the work alloted to the Second Party was of temporary 
nature. It is also admitted fact that without giving the one 
month notice and without giving the one month pay or 
retrenchment compensation, the Second Party was asked 
not to come on work. According to the Second Party', he 
has worked more than 240 days in a calendar year with the 
First Party. For that purpose we have to go through the 
evidence of the First Party which is at Exh.-28. It shows 
that he worked as a postman and packer with the First 
Party since, 1983 till 15.05.2004 and the said work was 
continuous. His cross-examination shows that he was used 
to be called on the work when the other employee remained 
on leave. According to him, he received the payment by 
voucher. From the above evidence, it is inferred that it is 
the oral evidence that the applicant/second party worked 
continuously from the year 1983 and he also admitted that 
he worked only on leave vacancy i.e. when the regular 
employee i.e. postman remained on leave and the said 
evidence is not sufficient to establish that the second party 
worked for more than 240 days in a calendar year. 

(9) The Second Party further examined two more 
witnesses for that purpose. The second witness of the 
Second Party is a retired postman namely Mr. Shankar 
Krishna Shinde. His evidence is at Exh.-35. From his 
evidence it is inferred that the Second Party was in the 
service of City Post Office since, 1983 to 1993. But there is 
no documentary evidence. The another witness examined 
by the Second Party is Mr. Yashwant Balwant Shelar (PW3) 
(Exh.-38). From his evidence it is inferred that the Second 
Party used to work on leave vacancy and his service was 
continuous. The question arises when the Second Party 
used to work on leave vacancy how his service was 
continuous. This query deserves to be satisfied only from 
the documents. The Learned Advocate for the Second Party 
pointed towards the cross-examination of the witness of 
the First Party, His evidence is at Exh.-44. This witness 
filed on record the account of work done by the Second 
Party from the year 1983 to 2004. It is comprising 22 pages 
and it is at Exh.-44 A. He also clarified that the alleged 
account has been prepared from the pay bills and was 
prepared by the Senior Post Master Mr. Bhatkar. Relying 
on the said account, this witness gave the evidence that 
the Second Party has not worked for 240 or more days in a 
calendar year. Few pay slips have been placed on record 
by the Department below Exh,-56. During cross- 
examination, the witness of the Department clarified that 
the account Exh.-44 A was prepared when the Department 
received a notice for adjudication of the dispute. He also 
clarified in para 12 of his cross-examination that page no. 2 



9490 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: DECEMBER24,2011/PAUSA 3,1933 


of Exh*.-44 A is not showing the dates on which the 
Second Party worked in January, 1994, in August, 1996, 
January, 1987, March, 1987, January, 1988 to May, 1988, 
December, 1989, December, 1995, Cross-examination at page 
10 shows that the Second Party i. e. the workman has worked 
with First Party from 26.09.2001 to 29.09.2001, but it is not 
shown in Exh.-44 A page no. 16. Under such circumstances, 
the work account under Exh.-44 A is not reliable one. and 
hence, it was necessary to examine a person who prepared 
the alleged account. But this witness clarified that the 
Department is not going to examine the said person. From 
the evidence of this witness, it is found that the alleged 
account at Exh.-44 A has been prepared from the pay bills 
and the pay bills are to be preserved for 35 years, as per the 
Rules which are filed below Exh.-45. Under such 
circumstances, it was necessary for the department to 
produce ail the pay bills of the Second Party. But instead of 
producing of bills, only two pay bills have been placed 
below Exh.-56. On going through the page no. 10 of 
Exh.-56, it shows that the Second Party has received the 
payment for the work done for the period from 26.09.2003 
to 29.09.2003. But on going through the Exh.-44A for 
September, 2003, the days 26.09.2003 to 29.09.2003 are not 
shown on page no. 22. Under such circumstances, it cannot 
be inferred that the account at Exh.-44 A has been 
particularly prepared from the pay bills. This document for 
the postman delivery arrangement book has been placed 
on record below Exh.-55. It is the carbon copy. On going 
through it, it is found that on so many days the work has 
been given to the Second Party on leave vacancy to the 
Second Party. But it is the xerox copy and it is not original. 
It is the xerox copy and under such circumstances, it is 
found that the Exh.-44 A is not relevant one and is not 
found prepared from the pay bills. The question arises 
why the original pay bills are not produced on record. There 
is an admission given by the witness of the Department 
that if the documents are preserved, he is ready to produce 
that document. He also admitted that as per the Rules filed 
below Exh.-45, the pay bills are to be preserved for 3 5 years. 
But the alleged pay bills are not filed on record. The 
Department i.e. the First Party was duty bound to produce 
the pay bills on record. The Learned Advocate for the 
Second Party vehemently argued that the said documents 
are not produced by the Department only to suppress the 
facts that the worker /. e. Second Party has completed the 
work for more than 240 days in any calender year. He 
submitted to draw adverse inference against the First Party. 
I do agree with the submission of the Learned Advocated 
for the Second Party as the Postal Department i.e. First 
Party did not produce the original pay bills on record. 
Hence, adverse inference is drawn that for suppressing 
the fact that the employee has worked for 240 days or more 
than it in a calender year, the First Party avoided to produce 
all pay bills of Second Party. Hence, by way of adverse 
inference, it is arrived at conclusion that the Second Party 
worked for more than 240 days in preceding calender year 
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of termination. Hence, I answer this issue in affirmative. 
AS TO ISSUE NO. 2:— 

(10) As discussed earlier in the issue no. I, it is proved 
that the Second Party has worked at least for 240 days in a 
preceding calender year. Hence as per the provision u/s 
25(F), it was necessary for the First Paty to give him one 
months notice in writing indicating the reasons for his 
termination or to pay wages for the notie period as per 
provision u/s 25(F) of the I. D. Act, 1947. No such notice or 
wages for notice period have been paid to the Second 
Party by the First Party. Hence, his termination is illegal 
and I answer this issue in affirmative. 

AS TO ISSUE NO. 3:— 

(11) It is the contention of the First Party that the 
Second Party was engaged for the work on 'stop gap 
arrangement'. On going through the statement of claim of 
the Second Party at Exh.-7, it is submitted by the Second 
Party in para 3 that as per the policy the First Party 
appointed the Second Party as outsider postman. It is 
further submitted in the said paragraph that the Second 
Party worked in the place of regular postman when the 
regular postman was on leave. The cross-examination at 
Exh.-28 shows that when the employee in the Post Office 
remained on leave, he was called for the work. He also 
admitted that there was no appointment order given to him 
nor his appointment was made by taking his interview or 
examination. Hence, it is proved that the Second Party has 
worked on 'stop gap arrangement' and answer this issue in 
affirmative. 

AS TO ISSUE NO. 4:— 

(12) As discussed in the reasoning to the issue 
No. i , it is proved by the applicant - Second Party that he 
was worked for 240 days or more days in a calender year 
still he was asked not to come for the work. It is also proved 
that the Second Party was not appointed as a regular 
employee but he was appointed on ’stop gap arrangement’. 

(13) The Learned Advocate for the First Part) submits 
that as per admission given by the Second Part)' himself, 
he was temporary worker and not a permanent worker, 
hence, as per the ratio laid dow n in the case of Secretary, 
State of Karnataka and others v/s Uma Devi and others; 
reported in 2006 (109) FLR 826 a temporary employee 
cannot be absorbed in permanent employment. In the 
reported case, it is observed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
as under:— 

"Public Employment - Constitution of India. 1950 — 
- Articles 32. 226. 12. 14. 16, 309 , 315 and 335 — 
Scheme of Public employment — Broadly governed 
by the Constitutional mandate contained in these 
provisions — Constitution does not contemplate 
any employment outside Constitutional Scheme and 
without following requirements laid down therein — 
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But the States and the Union have a right to employ 
persons on posts which are temporary—On daily 
wages—As additional hands—By taking them in 
without following the required procedure—To 
discharge duties in respect of posts which are 
sanctioned—And are required to be filled in terms 
of relevant Constitutional procedure—Nothing in 
Constitution prohibits such engaging of persons 
temporarily or on daily wages to meet the needs of 
situation—But such temporary employment cannot 
be resorted to defeat to the very basic Constitutional 
Scheme of Public Employment—Thus not ordinarily 
proper for Courts—Whether acting under 
permanent employment of those who have been 
engaged without following due Constitutional 
process.” 

(14) However, the Learned Advocate for the Second 
Party submits that the ratio laid down in Umadevi's case 
cannot be applied to be facts of present case in view of the 
another case law of Hon'ble Supreme Court in Maharashtra 
State Road Transport Corporation and another v/s 
Casteribe Rajya P. Karmachari Sanghatana; reported in 
2009 III CLR 262, wherein it is observed that: 

"Umadevi does not denude the Industrial and 
Labour Courts of their statutory power under 
Section 30 read with section 32 of MRTU and PULP 
Act to order permanency of the workers who have 
been victim of unfair labour practice on the part of 
the employer Item 6 of Schedule IV where the posts 
on which they have been working exists. Umadevi 
cannot be held to have overridden the powers of 
Industrial and Labour Courts in passing 
appropriate order under section 30 of MRTU and 
PULP Act, once unfair labour practice on the part 
of employer under Item 6 of Schedule IV is 
established. 

(15) Hence, replying on the above ratio, the 
observations in Umadevi’s case cannot be applied to the 
present case. 

The Learned Advocate for the Second Party' relied 
on the citation in Reliance Energy Ltd., Mumbai V/s 
Yadayya Giri & Others; reported in 20111 CLR 60. the 
matter is in respect of Section 28, Item No. 5,6,9 and 10 of 
Item IV of the MRTU & PULP Act, 1971 wherein the 
respondent prayed for the permanency in service. It was 
observed by the Hon'ble High Court that: 

(i) 'No material on record to conclude that these 
workmen were engaged only for a tenure of a 
particular project — The work they were doing hw 
perennial in nature; 

(ii) No appointment letters were issued to these 
workmen; 

they continued to be employed even after a 


particular project came to an end — No break in 
service whatsoever. They were employed 
continuously for years together as temporary 
workmen. Workman had completed 240 days in 
service. Hence, the petitioner has committed unfair 
labour practice.' 

(16) Relying on the aforesaid case, the Learned 
Advocate for the Second Party submitted that the Second 
Party is entitled for the benefit of permanency. 

(17) On the other hand, the Learned Advocate for 
the First Party relies on the case law in Union of India & 
Others V/S. A. S. Pillai & others; reported in 2011 
I CLR 43; wherein it is observed that: 

’Constitution of India, 1950 - Arts. 226, 227 — 
Challenge to allowing of Writ Petition filed by 
respondent’s — part time Bandsmen, by the High 
Court and giving directions to appellants to 
regularise the services of respondents (original 
petitionersj — Held that (i) Original petitioners 
have no right to be absorbed in any of cadres of Air 
Force; 

They do not attend to duties like other regular 
employees of Indian Air Force; (ii) Petitioners not 
being in regular employment and only being part 
timers, were paid daily wages whenever they 
performed duties; (Hi) High Court was in error in 
granting the relief of absorption to the said original 
petitioners and observing that petitioners were 
exploited by respondent—authorities (i.e. 
appellants) — They cannot compare themselves with 
other regularly selected Bandsmen of Indian Air 
Force — High Court Judgment is quashed. ’ 

In the reported case, the petitioners were working on 
the part time base w'ork in Civil Bandsmen team. In present 
case, before this Court the Second Party' was not doing the 
part time, job, but was doing the job of the postman when 
the regular postman was on leave. Hence, the facts of the 
reported case are different from facts of the present case. 

(18) The Learned Advocate for the First Party' further 
relies on the case of State of Maharashtra, Sub-Divisional 
Forest Officer, Beed V/S. Sadashiv Maroti Doke and 
Another; reported in 2011 ICLR 98. In the said matter the 
respondent No. 1 was taken back in service on daily wages 
from 1992 and he was found working till the disposal of the 
Writ Petition. Under such circumstances, it was observed 
by the Hon'ble High Court that, 

’The daily wagers have no right to claim 
reinstatement continuity in service or back wages. 
But he was reinstated in service and continuous to 
work as daily wager till be attains the age of 
superannuation. ’ 

(19) In the present case before this Court, the Second 
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Party was working on daily wages since the year, 1983. 
Due to non production of the entire pay bills by the First 
Party an adverse inference was drawn that the Second 
Party had worked at least for 240 days in a calendar year of 
preceding year. He is also a daily wager. Hence, applying 
the ratio of above case and considering his service length 
on daily wages which is from 1983 till 15.05.2004 though he 
cannot be reinstated but he should be given the benefit of 
his appointment on daily wages to work on the leave 
vacancy posts as a postman from the date of the Judgment. 
The ratio laid down in the case of Reliance Energy V/S. 
Yadayya Giri & others (cited supra) cannot be applied with 
the facts of the present case as in the said case of reliance 
Energy the workman were deployed for another 
maintenance contract immediately after the previous 
contract came to an end and the work was of perennial in 
nature, but in the case before this Court the facts are 
different as the work is not of perennial nature. 

(20) Hence, the Second Party is not entitled for the 
reinstament with full back wages and continuity is service 
but is entitled to be posted as a daily wager to work in 
palce of postman who remains on leave on daily wages till 
he attains the age of superannuation. He is entitled for the 
declaration that his termination by the First Party is illegal. 
Hence. I answer this issue that he is not entitled for 
reinstatement with back wages and continuity in service 
but is entitled to be placed in service on daily wages as 
previously but from the day of the order till he attains 
superannuation. 

(21) By giving above findings, following Award is 
passed: 

AWARD 

(1) The reference is partly allowed with proportionate 

cost. 

(2) It is hereby declared that the termination of the 
Second Party is illegal. 

(3) The First Party is directed to allot the work of 
postman to the second party on leave vacancy of the regular 
Postman as previously from the date of this order till the 
Second Party attains the age of superannuation. 

(4) Dictated on dais and pronounced in the Court. 

P. M. KHAMBAYATE, Presiding Officer 

2 r<«uu, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 2nd December, 2011 

S.O. 3775.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1 st January, 2012 as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Section 44 and 45 
which have already been brought into force) and Chapter- 
V and VI [except Sub-Section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 
77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been brought into 
force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following 
areas in the State of Karnataka namely:— 


S!. Name of the Rev. 

Hobli 

Taluk 

District 

No Village or 




Municipal Limits 




1 Thyavarekoppa 

Kasaba 

Shimoga 

Shimoga 


[No. S-38013/76/2011-SS.I] 
NARESH JAISWAL, Under Secretary 
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New Delhi, the 5th December, 2011 

S.O. 3776.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1 st January, 2012 as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Section 44 and 45 
which have already been brought into force) and Chapter- 
V and VI [except Sub-Section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 


77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been brought into 
force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following 
areas in the State of West Bengal namely:— 

"Areas comprising Mouzas of Talit (JLNo. 10), 
Chandul(JLNo. 14), Jhinguti (JL No. 15), Nawabhat(JL 
No. 16), Isufabad (JL No. 17), Kashimpur (JL No. 18), 
Matial (JL No. 19), NALA (JL No. 20), Baharpur 
(JL No. 22), Kanchannagar (JL No. 26), Lakurdi 
(JL No. 29), Saraitakar (JL No. 46), Kshetia (JL No. 52), 
Malkita (JL No. 54), Raypur (JL No. 65), Mirjapur 
(JL No. 66), Rayan (JL No. 68), Becharhat (JL No. 79), 
Pemra (JL No 82), Kandarsona (JL No. 86), 
Kasthakurumba (JL No. 123), Nathpur (JL No. 125), 
Saddya (JL No. 130), Hatgobindapur (JL No. 136), Hatkanda 
(JL No. 138), Ramnagar (JL No. 148), Saktigarh 
(JLNo. 155), in the district of Burdwan, West Bengal." 

[No. S-38013/77/2011-SS.I] 
NARESH JAISWAL, Undersecretary 
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